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CURRENT TOPICS. 


From vH¥ REPORT we print elsewhere of the proceed- 
ings at the interview of the representatives of the Asso- 
ciated Provincial Law Societies with the Law Officers, 
our readers will learn the precise nature of the modifica- 
tions in the rules in the schedule to the Judicature Bill 
which that powerful body mean to press upon the attention 
of the Legislature. Their objections, of course, relate to 
the provisions with reference to district registries, and may 
be briefly summed up thus:—They object to the definition 
of the districts (under order 35, rule 1) by a three miles’ 
circle drawn round the registry; the extent of the 
districts, they think, should be left to be defined, as pro- 
vided by section 60 of the Judicature Act, 1873, by 
orders in council. They also object that while power is 
given to remove from the district registries to London, 
there is no provision for the removal of actions from 
London to the country. But most of all they object to 
the almost absolute power of removing an action at any 
stage from the district registry. They contend that the 
power given to the defendant who resides out of the 
district to appear in London, if he thinks proper, is a 
sufficient protection, and that, at all events, the power of 
removal should be limited to cases where good cause for 
removal can be shown. The Government have given no 
intimation of their intentions on the subject, and we may 
expect an animated debate when the question comes up. 





Tur Jupicature Birt may be said to have safely 
passed through the ordeal of the House of Commons 
committee, although, in point of form, it has done so 
but in part. All those portions of the Bill which were 
open to question or criticism (saving some parts of the 
schedule) have been disposed of, and not without some 
important modifications. Of these the most prominent 
are the two affecting the strength and composition of 
the bench. 

In the first place, we are to have three new Lords 
Justices of Appeal instead of one, and the four salaried 
members of the Judicial Committee are all to continue 
in their present position, with unaltered functions. 
We cannot help thinking that this is a mistake. The 
change does nothing to remedy the defects in the 
constitution of the Court of Appeal to which we lately 
called attention, although it necessitates the appointment 
of two extra judges, or one more than would have been 
sufficient to put that court in good working order; at 
the same time, the result of confining all four salaried 
judges to the work of the Judicial Committee is simply to 
release the retired judges, who have been sworn of the 
Privy Council for this very purpose, from all obligation 
to attend to their duty. ‘The salaried judges, even 
if appointed to the Court of Appeal, would still have re- 
mained membersof the Judicial Committee, asmuch as the 
“present Lords Justices, or the Master of the Rolls; and 
even if it be supposed that the presence of all four would 
still be ordinarily required at the Privy Council, we can- 





not see any evil which would arise from the proposed 
transfer of two of them to the Court of Appeal (in ad- 
dition to the five judges of which it is now proposed that 
that court shall consist), thus leaving it in their power to 
sit in either court as may be most convenient pro re 
natd. We trust some means may yet be found of doing 
this. 

An attempt was made to confine the choice of the 
Government as to two of the three new Lords Justices, 
to the existing common law bench, upon grounds which 
seem to us so proposterously absurd that we can hardly 
regret that the proposal (which in some respects is not 
without merit) failed so utterly that its author did 
not venture to challenge a division. If the argu- 
ment had been that previous judicial experi- 
ence is desirable in an appellate judge, and if 
there had been founded thereupon a proposal to repeal 
the clause of the Act of 1873 which makes every barrister 
of fifteen years’ standing eligible to this office, and to 
provide that none but judges of (say) five years’ standing 
should be appointed, we think that it would, on the 
whole, have been worthy of support ; though such a rule, 
if it had been in existence for the last thirty years, would 
have lost us the services of two of the most eminent of 
the Lords Justices of Appeal. But when it was proposed 
as a temporary shackle only, not in furtherance of any 
general principle, but to secure, or try to secure, a share 
of the, good things gomg to a particular section of the 
bar, the movement assumed an aspect of petty clique 
jealousy, which happily met with no response from the 
House of Commons. 

Nor were the considerations advanced in support of 
the proposal happier than the spirit in which it was 
conceived. If the Judicature Act means anything, it 
means this, that every court shall be empowered, and 
bound, to administer in every case the same justice 
that is now only to be obtained by the concurrent, or 
conflicting, action of the various existing courts, with, 
of course, the same ultimate results as at present, so 
far as these results depend on merits, and not on pro- 
cedure. But at present, whenever there is any con- 
flict between common law and equity, the practical 
effect is that equity prevails, by the simple expedient of 
stopping the proceedings at law with a high hand and 
compelling the parties to fight out their quarrel in the 
Court of Chancery. In order to secure the same prac- 
tical result in the future (when injunctions to stay pro- 
ceedings at law have ceased, and the question of transfer 
is made to rest with the court from, not that to, which 
transfer is desired), we have only the Court of Appeal to 
depend upon; and unless the constitution of that court 
be such that we can be sure that the principles of equity 
will always be preponderant there, we shall have sacri- 
ficed the substance of a dominant equity for the (com- 
paratively speaking) shadow of identified jurisdiction. 
Every equity lawyer who could by possibility be appointed 
a Lord Justice must necessarily have become acquainted 
with the principles of the common law (which are daily in- 
voked in the Court of Chancery); whereasitis perfectly pos- 
sible to be agood, even agreat common lawyer, withoutany 
knowledge of the distinctive principles of equity. The ac- 
quaintance with nisi prius practice, in which alonethecom- 
mon law judges haveanadvantage, is veryimportant (as we 
took occasion to prove when the Act of 1873 was passing 
through Parliament) in the case of the judges of first 
instance, on whom the burden of discovering and de- 
terminiag the facts in dispute in any case mainly lies; 
but is comparatively unimportant in the case of appellate 
judges, whose function it will be to settle, in accordance 
with the existing principle that “when there is any 
conflict or variance between law and equity, equity shall 
prevail,” the lines upon which all the judges of the 
High Court, in all its divisions, shall administer that 
justice which, essentially dual in principle, is henceforth 
to be singular in form. 

The only other important amendment which has been 
made is the repeal of the section of the Act of 1873 which 
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reduced the numberof the judges of thecommon law divi- 
sions. Wecannot but consider this a great improvement. 
We have always maintained, as is indeed evident, that one 
effect of the Act will be greatly to increase the amount 
of nisi prius business to be got through, and that there 
will thence arise a considerably increased demand for 
that particular judicial function which the common law 
jadges are peculiarly adapted to perform, and the 
threatened reduction in the number of these judges 
would probably, if carried out, have produced a dead- 
lock which would have thrown discredit upon the whole 
change. We hope, however, that advantage will be 
taken of the increase (for such itis in effect) in the 
judicial strength of these divisions to secure the un- 
divided (or principal) attention of one of their judges 
to the duties of Chief Judge in Bankruptcy. We have 
ulready pointed out the evils-arising from the want of 
a judge whose /irst duty it is to attend to this depart- 
ment, and we sincerely hope that the present oppor- 
tunity for remedying this serious evil will not be let slip. 





Lorp F. Cavenpisu has called the attention of the 
House of Commons to the recommendations of their 
select committee and of the Treasury circular as to the 
filling up of sinecure appointments, and to the manner 
in which those recommendations have been disre- 
garded. It appears that in December, 1873, a 
circular was sent out from the Treasury to the 
Lord Chancellor and other judges having patronage, 
acquainting them with the appointment of the Courts of 
Law (Permanent Appointments) Commission, with the re- 
commendation of 2 select committee that a suspensory 
Till should be passed, and with the determination of the 
Government to defer for the present the introduction of 
such a Bill as likely to raise various points ‘‘ requiring 
careful consideration.” But placing confidence in those 
who have to appoint to the offices in question, it was ob- 
served “ the Government have thought it better to request 
that, in the event of a vacancy in any legal office of the 
character referred to, the right of appointment to which 
is vested in yourself by statute or custom, a fresh ap- 
pointment to such office may be suspended, and tempo- 
rary provision may be made for the discharge of its 
duties, if such a course can be adopted without 
serious inconvenience to the public service.” ‘T'he result 
of this step has been curious. Since the receipt of the 
circular, at least one appointment, not in the least needed 
for the public service, that to the office of registrar of 
Acknowledgments of Deeds of Married Women, has been 
made in flat opposition to its spirit. In the case of the 
Queen's Remembrancer, temporary provision has been 
made for the performance of the duties of the office; 
while, notwithstanding that the judicial statistics show 
that the number of orders made in the Court of Chancery 
has increased from 13,948 in 1867 to 16,043 in 1874, no 
appointment has been even temporarily made to the 
registrarship vacated by Mr. Ralph Disraeli. 

Lord F. Cavendish might well have gone a little deeper 
and discussed the arguments for and against judicial 
patronage. They may be found very well put by Lord 
Selborne and Mr. Childers respectively. We find Lord 
Selborne saying (Analysis of Evidence, p. 140), “An 
accumulation of patronage in a single hand might have 
serious evils connect2d with it; and without at all saying 
that there is perfection in the patronage of a judge, he 
should be seriously apprehensive of the possible effect 
of parliamentary and political influence upon the ap- 
pointment of the officers of the court of justice, if the 
whole of the patronage got into the hands of an ordinary 
Minister of State.’ On the other hand, Mr. Childers 
holds that “it is not a good arrangement to give to 
persons who are not responsible to Parliament duties in 
respect of which the persons who perform them ought to 
be so responsible,” aud he “ cannot admit generally, when 
it is seen in what way patronage has been exercised in 
past years, that the existing irresponsibility in connection 
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with patronage of the judges does necessarily produce 
gobd results.” To some extent we think Mr. Childers ig 
right. All irresponsible patronage, human nature being 
as it is, must more or less conduce to the appointment 
of improper persons and to the favouring of sinecures, 
A judge is absolutely irresponsible, except through the 
means, never employed, of an address to the Crown, and 
he may indulge his unscientific theories as to hereditary 
genius with impunity. The sons of county court judges 
are often considered by their fathers to be excellently 
well fitted for the office of registrar. But, on the other 
hand, it is to be remembered that a judge knows better 
than an ordinary Minister of State the kind of ability 
and knowledge required for offices in the courts. 





In Janvary Last a decision of the Court of Common 
Pleas was given (Morgan v. Alexander, 23 W.R. 321) 
upon a section (46) of the Common Law Procedure Act 
which does not appear to have received much judicial 
comment. The section runs thus :—‘“ Upon the hearing 
of any motion or summons it shall be lawful for the court 
or a judge, at their or his discretion, and upon such 
terms as they or he shall think reasonable, from time 
to time to order such documents as they or he shall 
think fit to be produced, and such witnesses as they or 
he may think necessary to appear and be examined viva 
voce, either before such court or judge, or before the 
master, and upon hearing such evidence, or reading the 
report of such master, to make such rule or order as 
may be just.” It seems to have been decided in Thomas y, 
Stutterheim (5 W. R. 6) that an order under this section for 
the examination of witnesses can only be made as ancillary 
to a pending motion or summons. In Morgan y, 
Alexander a motion was made to attach a defendant 
for not answering interrogatories, and also for an 
order for the oral examination of witnesses under the 
above section on matters relating to the non-answering 
of the interrogatories. In thiscase, as Keating, J., pointed 
out, there were special circumstances. In order to carry 
out the rule for attachment personal service was neces 
sary, but strong grounds were shown for suspecting 
that no such person as the defendant really existed, 
and that his name had been used by persons 
purporting to be the brokers of the defendant, and 
an order was made to examine those brokers. In 
Moline v. The Tasmanian Railway Company, heard 
on the 9th of June, a motion was made by the 
same counsel who moved in Morgan v. Alexander 
for a rule to show cause why the secretary of the 
defendant company should not further answer certain 
interrogatories, or why the solicitor or other officer 
should not answer them, and why the solicitor and 
certain perscns who were the contractors for the railway, 


and had taken a large number of shares, should not 


be orally examined. ‘I'he court ordered the examination, 
and refused to limit it to an investigation whether the 
secretary or other officer could best answer the interrog- 
atories. This order was ancillary to a pending motion, 
and therefore was within the letter of Thomas ¥. 
Stutterheim and Morgan v. Alexander, but we venture 
to question whether the practice which is thus growing 
up was intended by the Legislature to be the effect of 
the 46th section. It seems to us at least a possible con- 
struction of that section to say that it was intended to give 
the courts powers for their own assistance and informa- 
tion, not to enable a party to get up his case. It is not 
difficult to see that such orders as that recently made 
may enable a plaintiff by a side-wind to make a case 
for which he may have had no previous materials, by 
answers from persons whom the law would not allow 
him to examine on interrogatories. 





A coRRESPONDENT suggests that some of the recent ap- 
plications to strike attorneys off the rolls, or for rules 
for attorneys to answer affidavits, must have brought 
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yery clearly before the mind the difficult position in 
which a practitioner may be placed who has either to 
apply against an attorney or to cause such an application 
tobe made. “As a rule,” he says, “ these applications 
relate to money matters, and as soon as the motion has 
‘teen made to the court the defaulting attorney is anxious 
to come to terms with the other side, in order to save his 
reputation and his opportunity of pursuing his profession. 
The position of the attorney for the applicant is under 
these circumstances very embarrassing. ‘The courts have 
repeatedly announced that they will not sanction any at- 
tempts at compromise; yet the particular capacity in 
which the attorney for the applicant is employed is to 
get back for his client his money. The client rarely 
cares whether the defaulting attorney is struck off the 
rolls or not; ke certainly never has any ambition to cause 
this result at the risk of both losing his money and 
having to pay costs besides. Iimagine that any attorney 
employed to make such an application as above men- 
tioned would be bound to communicate to his client any 
offers at compromise which might come to him; and, 
although I approve of the remarks of the judges of the 
Queen’s Bench in the recent case reported in your 
journal (at page 635), I think 1t must not be forgotten 
that the applicant attorney has a duty to perform to his 
client as weil as to the court.’”” The position of the ap- 
plicant’s attorney is, doubtless, one of considerable diffi- 
culty, and the observations of our correspondent suggest 
the necessity for the exercise of great caution in advising 
resort to the extreme measure of an application against 
an attorney, when the real object of the client is merely 
to obtain payment of money. We need hardly say that 
the statute passed last session (37 & 38 Vict. c. 68, s. 7), 
requiring notice of applications to strike attorneys off the 
tolls to be given to the Incorporated Law Society, 
together with copies of all affidavits to be used in support 
of the application, and enabling the Society to.apply to 
the court in the matter, while it tends to render attempts 
at compromise less frequent, inasmuch as, whatever 
agreement may be arrived at between the parties, the case 
against the attorney is likely still to be heard and deter- 
mined, also adds very seriously to the responsibility of the 
applicant’s attorney, inasmuch as he has to consider 
whether, having regard to the observations of the court in 
Re an Attorney (ante, p. 635), the costs of any subsequent 
steps which may be taken by the Law Society may not, 
under section 10, be inflicted, either wholly or in part, 
on the applicant who has consented to compromise the 


ase. 





We ARE GLAD TO OBSERVE symptoms of strong opposi- 
tion to the rule in the schedule of the Judicature Act, 
1873 (now Order 55 in the schedule to the Bill before 
Parliament), which provides that the costs of, and incident 
to, all proceedings in the High Court shall be in the 
discretion of the court. It has always appeared to us 
that instead of following the recommendation made by 
the Judicature Commissioners in their first report, and 
conferring an unlimited discretion on all divisions of the 
court, the better course would have been to attempt to 
define by statute some limitations on the discretion 
slready exercised in this matter by judges of the courts 
ot equity. As Lord Westbury said, in Bartlett v. Wood 
(9 W. R. 817), there is nothing “ which induces persons 
to come up with unfounded litigation more than the un- 
fortunate degree of uncertainty which exists on the sub- 
ject of the payment of costs”; and he laid down the 
general rule that in contentious cases the costs of the 
litigation ought to follow the result of it, This rule, al- 
though largely frittered away by exceptions and occa- 

y set at naught, is still very generally recognized 
and acted upon by the equity judges. But under the 
Rew provision to which we have referred all the divisions 
of the High Court will be invested with an absolutely 

power to deal with costs as they think proper. 
This we cannot deem expedient. There are, no doubt, 
es in which the common law rule works hardship, 





and there might be an anomaly in having different 
principles for determining the liability to pay costs in 
different branches of the High Court. But would it not 
be possible to frame some provision which, while establish- 
ing as the general rule that costs shall follow the result, 
shall confer on the courts a cautiously-guarded power 
of deviation, to be exercised only under exceptional cir- 
cumstances, and on good cause shown? We do not 
entertain so low an opinion of the abilities of our legis- 
lators as to suppose that it is beyond their skill to frame 
a workable clause to this effect, and the amendments on 
the paper show that efforts are being made towards this 
result. 








THE LEX MERCATORIA. 


In noticing the decision of Goodwin v. Robarts in the 
Court of Exchequer (ante, p. 249), we pointed out that 
the basis of the judgment was so narrow as almost to 
deprive it of value as an authority. ‘The Court of 
Exchequer Chamber, in affirming the decision, has trans- 
ferred the question, it must be admitted, to a broader 
basis, but to one which is almost as unsatisfactory for its 
vagueness as the other was for its limitation. 

The negotiability of an instrument consists, as is well 
known, of two incidents, both of which are necessary 
to make up the complete transferability which is its 
essence. The one is the power of the holder to sue in 
his own name upon an obligation made. with another, 
the other is the possession in the holder of a title inde- 
pendent of the intermediate links in the chain of 
transmission, and needing only the perfection of the in- 
strument as an instrument binding the defendant, and 
the perfection of the plaintiff's own immediate title as a 
bond fide holder for value. The first of these conditions 
contravenes the old rule of contract law which allows 
no privity in matters of contract except between persons 
who were actually parties to the contract; the second 
contravenes the rule of property law which denies to the 
transferee of any object a title superior to that of the 
person from whom he receives it. Mercantile usage in 
establishing the negotiability of certain documents was 
allowed to put a limitation on the operation of both 
these rules in favour of those documents; but the ques- 
tion was whether this limitation was to be confined to 
the very classes of documents in respect ‘of which it had 
been established by decision (as in the case of bills of 
exchange), or by decision aided by statute (as in the case 
of promissory notes), or (as in the case of bills of lading) 
by decision so far as related to the transfer of property, 
and by statute, changing the law as established by de- 
cision, so far as related to the transfer of the contract; or 
whether on the other hand it was to be extended to other 
classes of documents or obligations which might from 
time to time come to be regarded by the mercantile com- 
munity as possessing the same incidents which had been 
attributed to bills of exchange. This was a comparatively 
narrow question, though one of great importance; it 
was, in fact, whether the principle of negotiability—that 
is of the limitation in the sense above indicated of the 
two rules of law in question—had been admitted as a 
principle applicable only to particular classes of docu- 
ments, or as a principle applicable generally to all docu- 
ments or obligations which should come by general 
mercantile usage to be considered and dealt with as nego- 
tiable. 

It will be remembered that in Goodwin v. Robarts the 
question related to scrip for the bonds of a foreign 
Government, by which the bearer was to be entitled, on 
payment of the instalments, to the delivery of defini- 
tive bonds, which bonds, when delivered, would be obliga- 
tions for the payment of money. That such bonds, made 
abroad and negotiable there, would be negotiable here 
was clearly decided in Gorgier v. Mieville (3 B. & C. 45), 
and the Court of Exchequer thought the distinction be- 
tween bonds and scrip for bonds too thin to be maintained. 
The Exchequer Chamber, in affirming their decision, does 
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not proceed upon this ground, neither does it proceed 
upon the ground that the principle of negotiability was 
admitted with respect to all documents which general 
mercantile custom might treat as such; but it 
goes on the vague notion of a lex mercatoria which is 
supposed to be created by the general consent and usage 
of merchants all over the world, and to be binding as 
such in the English courts. This law merchant is entirely 
undefined in its limits and description, and in the sub- 
jects to which it is supposed to be applied. If understood 
as a matter of /fact—as a custom determining what are the 
documents to which the principle of negotiability is to 
be applied—it is perfectly intelligible. But when it is 
treated as a law it is open to every objection which has 
ever been urged against the vague and metaphorical use 
of the term. To say that any document is negotiable as 
to which it can be shown that universal usage in the 
civilized world treats it so, is plain and simple. But to 
say that there is a body of merchants, who, by their 
usage are able to create new laws which the courts of 
particular States are bound to observe, verges closely on 
the ridiculous. But, after all, the principle thus pom- 
pously enunciated comes to little. The decision is, of 
course, applicable only to the subject-matter, and though 
it may be that it overrules the principle laid down by 
the Queen’s Bench in Crouch v. Credit Foncier of 
England (21 W.R. 946, L. R. 8 Q. B. 374), and which 
the court, in that case, certainly went out of its way to 
emphasise, it cannot be taken to be a conclusive authority 
on the questicn of the lex mercatoria. 

But further, the wide utterances which are made in 
the earlier part of the judgment are effectually strangled 
by the concluding paragraphs, in which it is admitted 
that the “law merchant” cannot introduce any rules at 
variance with the positive law of England, or with the 
effect of decisions pronounced upon the matter with 
which it deals. Now, in fact, the whole of the rules as 
to negotiability are thus at variance with the previous 
law; they have once been admitted as a limitation on the 
principles of the law, and have been admitted, 
as this decision appears to establish, in favour of all 
documents which general mercantile usage treats as 
negotiable. But the usage of merchants is to have no 
such effect hereafter. It does not possess the power of 
doing what it is supposed once to have done. It cannot 
again change the law of the country. What is more 
plain than that the admission of the principle of nego- 
tiability was in fact a piece of judicial legislation, which 
cannot be repeated, although the objects to which the 
principle thus established is to be applied may be ascer- 
tained and extended by evidence of what documents are, 
in fact, such as to fall within the limits of the principle ? 








SOLICITORS LIABILITY IN EQUITY FOR 
NEGLIGENCE. 
Tue case of British Mutual Investment Company v. 
Cobbold (23 W. R. 487, L. R. 19 Eq. 627), briefly noticed 
by us at the time it was decided, deserves attention as 
having thrown discredit on a doctrine which has been 
sanctioned by dicta of eminent judges, and has narrowly 
escaped being established as a rule—viz., that though an 
action at law may be maintained, and damages reco- 
vered, against a solicitor for loss occasioned by negligence 
yet—at all events, in case of negligence “of a gross and 
palpable kind” —the Court of Chancery willalso give relief. 
As was pointed out in a recent decision (Mare v. Lewis, 
Ir. L. R. 4 Kq. 235), this is not a question of the form of 
procedure merely; “it involves a substantial difference 
as to the rights of the litigants. To such an action in 
acourt of law the Statute of Limitations would bea 
good defence if six years had elapsed from the time the 
default was actually made; whereas if the ground of 
eomplaint comes within the jurisdiction of the Court of 
Chancery, as being founded on fraud or trust, the Statute 
of Limitations either does not apply to the case, or re- 





quires a very different application.” Moreover, as we 
shall hereafter see, the relief which the Court of Chan. 
cery has been asked to give has been of a very different 
description from that afforded at law. 

The doctrine seems to have been broached by Lord 
Hardwicke in Floyd v. Nangle (3 Atk. 568), and Lord 
Eldon in ——v. Jolland (8 Ves. 72) suggested, in 9 
shadowy kind of way, that a solicitor who advised a re. 
ceiver in a transaction which involved loss to the estate 
through a fallin the funds might be compelled by the court 
to make good this loss. On the other hand thereisthe strong 
authority of Luke v. Bridges (Prec. Ch. 146), where an 
attorney had put out his client’s money upon the security 
of property which slight inquiry on his part would have 
shown to have been previously incumbered, and the bill 
was filed to have the money made good by the exeeutors 
of the attorney. The Lord Keeper held there was no. 
sufficient ground to charge them in equity. And in 
Brooks v. Day (2 Dick. 572) a bill filed to make the de- 
fendant, an attorney, answerable for an alleged breach 
of trust by recommending a bad security to the plaintiff, 
was dismissed by Lord Thurlow, who said that if any- 
thing was to be imputed to the defendant through 
negligence he would be subject to damages for it at law; 
“if through fraud, this court is proper to relieve.’* 
Eighty years later, however, we find in Dixon v. Wilkins 
son (4D. G. & J. 508) the late Lord Justice Turner ex. 
pressing rather a strong opinion in favour of the existence 
of the jurisdiction. After pointing out that the court 
had constantly exercised a jurisdiction to charge soli. 
citors with losses occasioned to their clients by mal. 
feasance, he said, “‘ Whether this jurisdiction, which un. 
doubtedly exists in cases of malfeasance, extends to 
cases of mere neglect, I think it is unnecessary for us in 
this case to decide, but I am not satisfied that in prin- 
ciple any sound distinction can be drawn between cases 
of malfeasance and cases of non-feasance ; and looking 
to what was said by Lord Eldon in Jolland’s case, and to 
what I remember to have heard from him on some other 
occasion, though I cannot recollect or find the case, I 
strongly incline to the opinion that the jurisdiction is 
not limited to cases of malfeasance, but extends also to 
cases of mere neglect.” 

As might be imagined, the question of negligence has 
most frequently come before the court in reference to 
the investigation of titles, and the investment of clients’ 
money. In the instances where the court has afforded 
relief against solicitors for negligence of this kind, the 
jurisdiction appears to have been rested upon various 
grounds. Excluding from consideration cases (as for 
instance Blair v. Bromley, 5 Hare, 542, 2 Phil. 
354) where there was fraud of a grave kind—the 
misappropriation, in fact, by the solicitor to his 
own purposes of money placed in his hands to invest 
—we may notice first that class in which the juris- 
diction has been based on agency, giving a right to 
an account. Thus in Smith v. Pococke (2 Drew. 197) 
a solicitor had acted for many years, up to the time 
of his death, as the adviser of a lady in her 
money affairs, and she had from time to time placed 
considerable amounts in his hands, for which he under- 
took to find securities. Upon a claim made by the 
client under a decree in acreditors’ suit for administra- 
tion of the solicitor’s estate, Kindersley, V.C., held that 
as the solicitor had acted under “a general agency to 
make investments” for his client, she could have filed @ 
bill against him to account to her for all sums.of mowey 
belonging to her that he had in his hands; the claim 
of the client against the solicitor’s estate was not, there- 
fore, a mere legal demand for damages, but a question 
of items in an account, which could be entertained by 
the court; and an order was made that the securities 
should be realized, and the amount paid to the client, 
and that she should go in and prove for the deficiency 
against the solicitor’s estate. In the recentcase of Mare 
v. Lewis (Ir. L. R. 4 Eq. 219), this decision was relied 
upon asan authority for the proposition that by the 
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mere receipt of money from a client for investment, ® 
solicitor becomes an agent, and as such liable to account 
ina court of equity. But the Vice-Chancellor pointed 
out that the groun’ upon which the court proceeded in 
Smith v. Pococke was that there was a course of dealing 
between the parties showing a yeneral agency; it was 
not the case of a single sum given with a direction 
to invest, but a permanent employment to invest 
generally whenever money was received from the plain- 


Another ground on which the jurisdiction has been 
founded is that of trust. In Craig v. Watson (8 Beav. 
427), where a solicitor was held personally responsible 
for the deficiency in a security taken by him for his 
client, the circumstances were such as, in the opinion of 
the court, created a case of ‘‘combined agency and 
trust,” and the Master of the Rolls based his judgment 
on the circumstance that the defendant, who had taken 
the security in his own name, had, by his mode of deal- 
ing with the money of his client, “not only acted as 
such solicitor and agent, but constituted himself trustee 
for the plaintiff, and conducted himself as such.” It 
would seem absurd to hold that every one who receives 
money to invest for another thereby constitutes himself 
a trustee; this argument appears to have been raised in 
the case of Mare v. Lewis, but was promptly repelled by 
the court. “If,” said the learned Vice-Chancellor, “a 
person goes to his stockbroker and directs him to invest 
money for him in railway shares without specifying in 
what company, does the mere receipt of the money by 
the broker, for such purpose, constitute him a trustee 
for his employer, and make him subject to all the re- 
sponsibilities attaching to a trustee in the investment of 
trust money? I think there is neither principle nor 
authority to support the proposition that it does.” 

There remains a ground for holding the solicitor 
liable in equity as well as at law which seems to have 
been adopted by Stuart, V.C., viz., that the Court 
of Chancery will afford relief against negligence of 
solicitors in investing money because they are officers of 
the court. ‘‘ Under its improved course of practice,’ he 
said (Chapman v. Chapman, 18 W. R. 533, L. R. 9 Eq. 
276, 294), “it would seem to be the duty of this court to 
extend its jurisdiction as widely as possible in such cases, 
and to take cognizance of all well-grounded complaints 
against the conduct of its officers in the management of 
the business of their clients.” In the particular case, 
however, his honour held that the conduct of the solicitor 
was rather imprudent and indiscreet than negligent, and 
accordingly refused the relief sought against him. This 
dictum of Stuart, V.C., was relied upon in the 
recent case of British Mutual Investment Company v. 
Cobbold (23 W. R. 487, L. R. 19 Eq. 627), where the 
court was asked to exercise a jurisdiction to make a 
solicitor take an insufficient mortgage security which he 
had effected for a client off his hands, on the ground 
that “the Court of Chancery has a concurrent jurisdic- 
With the courts of law against its own officers.” Vice- 
Chancellor Hall unequivocally repudiated the jurisdiction. 
“Tt would, in my opinion,” he said, “ be an alarming thing 
to solicitors who prepare mortgage deeds for clients 
to say that, if they are guilty of negligence, the clients 
would be entitled in this court to a remedy additional to 
that which they have by an action at law; that this 
court would compel a solicitor to take a mortgage security 
off his client’s hands, and find the money necessary for 
the purpose—it may be a sum of £100,000. There is 
ho jurisdiction in this court to enable it to do that.” 
And he added that he knew of no authority in support of 
the proposition that there is jurisdiction in the Court of 
Chancery in a case of ordinary negligence (by which, we 
presume, his honour meant “ mere negligence’’) on the 
part of a solicitor, in reference to the investigation of a 
title, to make such solicitor responsible. It may be 
hoped that by this decision this much-mooted point 
will be set at rest. 
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Recent Decisions. 


EQUITY. 
Tue Inrants’ Renrer Act, 1874. 


Ex parte Kibble, In re Onslow, L.JJ., 23 W. RB. 433, 
L. R. 10 Ch, 373. 


This case is a clear decision to the effect that the 2nd 
section of the Infants’ Relief Act, 1874 (37 & 38 Vict. c. 
62) applies, not only to contracts made after the passing 
of that Act, but to contracts made before, but ratified 
after, the passing of the Act. The first section, which 
renders contracts by infants absolutely void, in terms 
applies only to contracts made after the Act:—“ All 
contracts .. . henceforth entered into by infants,” &c. 
Then follows the 2nd section:—‘“ No action shall be 
brought whereby to charge any person upon any promise 
made after full age to pay any debt contracted during 
infancy, or upon any ratification made after full age of 
any promise or contract made during infancy,” &c. Inthe . 
case before the court the infant signed a bill of exchange 
before the Act was passed ; and after the Act was passed he 
attained his majority and allowed judgment to go by de- 
fault against him in an action on the bill. The matter then 
came before the Lords Justices in the form of a ques- 
tion whether a debtor’s summons founded on the judg- 
ment could support an adjudication of bankruptcy, and 
their lordships accordingly entered into the investigation 
of whether there was a valid consideration for the judg- 
ment. Before the Act, the debt was one capable of 
being ratified in writing; and as the defendant in the 
action did not plead infancy, but allowed judgment to 
go against him by default, this would probably, 
according to Mellish, L.J., have been considered a rati- 
fication. Both their lordships, however, were of opinion 
that the 2nd section prevented the possibility of a rati- 
fication. It will be seen from this that the Act alters, to 
the prejudice of creditors, the legal aspect of contracts 
in actual existence at the time of the passing of the Act 
—a proceeding of very questionable propriety—and it 
should be borne in mind that, as we pointed out last 
year (18S. J. 964), the 2nd section applies to “any 
debt,’ and is not limited, as the Ist section is, to con- 
tracts for repayment of money ient or payment for 
goods supplied. 








THE CONSTRUCTION OF SETTLEMENTS. 


On Friday last week the Lords Justices reversed a decision of 
Vice-Chancellor Hall in Jeyes v. Savage, a case relating to 
the construction of the trusts of a marriage settlement. 
Though the trusts of the settlement differed considerably 
from those which are now commonly used, yet the decision 
is of some importance as showing the present tendency of 
the courts to construe instruments according to their literal 
and natural meaning, and not according to a pre-conceived 
notion of what must have been the intention of the parties, 
This tendency has been strongly manifested of late years in 
cases upon the construction of wills. Jeyes v. Savage shows 
that settlements wiil be dealt with in. the same way, not- 
withstanding that, as Lord Justice James observed in Re 
Watson's Trusts (18 W. R. 642, L. R. 10 Eq. 36), “The 
court, treating settlements as being by their nature expressly 
intended to provide for the children of the marriage, has 
construed expressions of this nature” (such as leaving issue) 
‘contained in them differently from similar expressions in 
wills, which are matters of bounty.” 

In the well-known case of Woodcock v. Duke of Dorset 
(3 Br. C. C. 569) a fund was settled on trust for a husband 
and wife for their joint lives and the life of the longest liver 
of them, and, if they should leave at the death of the sur- 
vivor any child or children, to pay £200 a year for the 
maintenance of such child or children until he or they should 
attain twenty-one, and then to pay the fund to such child or 
children in equal shares on their respectively attaining 
twenty-one, and if there should be but one such child then 
to such only child at twenty-one. There were two children 
of the marriage. One (a daughter) attained twenty-one and 
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died in the lifetime of the mother, who was the survivor of 
the parents. The other child, a son, survived the mother. 
Lord Thurlow decided that the representative of the 
daughter was entitled to a moiety of the fund. He founded 
his decision very much on the fact that the settlement was 
intended (as indeed it recited) to make a provision for the 
issue of the marriage, and that if no children of the marriaga 
had survived the parents the fund would, on the literal con- 
struction of the word ‘‘ leave,” have reverted to the wife's 
father, to the exclusion of any issue there might have been 
of the children of the marriage. Lord Thurlow said, 
“ Though the words are strong and difficult to manage, the 
intention of the settlement is the truth and honour of the 
case.” It appears fiom a note to Howgrave v. Cartier 
(3 V. & B. 82) that, according to the registrar’s book, 
there is an error in Brown’s report of Woodcock v. The 
Duke of Dorset, and that the word ‘‘ such” which we have 
printed above in italics was really “the” in the 
s:‘ttement. This, of course, makes a material differ- 
ence. Woodeock v. The Duke of Dorset has, however, 
always been treated as a binding authority, and in 
Clayton v. T'he Earl of Glengall (1 Dr. & W. 1, 16), Lord 
St. Leonards said of it, ‘That case is the clear law of the 
coart, and has since been followed hy Lord Eldon in two 
leading cases: Hope v. Lord Clifden (6 Ves. 499), and 
Powis v, Burdett (9 Ves. 428),” and he added, “‘ lagree with 
Lord Eldon that in these cases the court ought to struggle 
with difficulties in order to meet the intention of the 
parties ; it ought never to be excluded from doing so; at 
the same time I admit the court is not to speculate or 
indalge in mere conjectures as to the intention.” 

In Jeyes v. Savage the settlement contained a recital of 
the intention to make a provision for the husband and 
wife and their issue. The trusts were to pay the 
income to the husband for life, with remainder to the 
wife for life, and from and after the death of the sur- 
vivor, then, in case they should leave any issue, which, 
being a daughter or daughters, should live to be married 
or attain twenty-one, or, being a son or sons, should live 
to attain twenty-one, on trust to divide the fund equally 
amongst all such issue (if more than one) at twenty-one 
or marriage (in the case of daughters) with consent, and 
if there should be but one child of the marriage then on 
trust to pay the whole to such only child at twenty-one or 
marriage. There was a trust for the maintenance of the 
issue until twenty-one or marriage, and a proviso that if 
any of such issue should die before becoming entitled to, 
and actually receiving, his, her, or their portion or re- 
epective portions, leaving issue him, her, or them surviving, 
then it was declared that such last-mentioned issue should 
be entitled to hie, her, or their father’s or mother’s share 
or shares equally between them (if more than one), and, 
if but one, then such one should be entitled to the whole 
of such share or shares, to be paid at twenty-one or mar- 
riage. There was a gift over in case the husband and wife 
should die without leaving any issue, or being such they 
should all die before they should respectively become en- 
ti led to receive his, her, or their portion or portions, and 
without leaving issue. It will be observed that there was 
no power of advancement in favor of the children of the 
marriage. and that no power of appointment was given to 
the parents. 

What happened was th’s. There were four chi'dren of 
the marriage. Two of them died under twenty-one, and 
unmarried. <A third, a son, attained twenty-one, and 
survived both father and mother. A fourth, also a son, 
attained twenty-one, but died a bachelor in the lifetime 
ot the father, who was the longer liver of the parents, The 
question then arose whether, under these circumstances, the 
son who survived the father was entitled to the whole 
settled fund, or whether a moiety of it went to the repre- 
sentative of the son who attained twenty-one, but died 
before the father. The Vice Chancellor adopted the latter 
construction ; the Court of Appeal adopted the former. It 
was urged, on the one hand, that the words of the sett'e- 
ment ought to be taken in their natural sense, and that 
there was no necessity for adopting a construction similar to 
thet of Wosdcock vy. The Duke of Dorset, inasmuch as there 
was here (wh:le there was net in that case) a provision for 
the grandchildren, in the event of a child dying tefore the 
parents and leasing children. On the other hand it was 
contended that Woodeock v. The Duke of Dorset ought to 
Le followed, und that construing strictly the words ‘‘ such 





issue” in the provision substituting grandchildren for 
ebildren, they would not in every event provide for the 
grandchildren, as they must be taken to mean children of 
the marriage who attained twenty-one or (if a daughter) 
married, with consent, and to have been intended to sub. 
stitute grandchildren for children only in the events of a son 
dying under twenty-one and leaving children, or a daughter 
dying under twenty-one and leaving children, she having 
married without consent, it being assumed that the song 
who attained twenty-one, and the daughters who attained 
that age, or married under it with consent, had already 
acquired vested interests. The daughters, if they married 
without consent, did not lose their sbares, but the vesting 
did not take place till twenty-one, and there was, there. 
fore, an interval in which they might have children, and the 
object was to provide for those children in case their mother 
died before attaining twenty-one. 

Lord Justice James said that he desired to follow the 
principle laid down by Lord Cottenham in Whatford v. Moore 
(3 M.& C. 270, 289), thus: ‘In a case of doubtful construc. 
tion upon the whole instrument, the court leans to that 
which will include children so dying” [i.e., dying in the 
lifetime of the prrents, after attaining full age], “as 
most convenient, and most likely to have been the 
intention of the parties. It may be thought that courts 
have gone the full length that is justifiable in order to 
attain this object ; but no case has gone so far as to do vio- 
lence to the words, if no other part of the instrument be 
found inconsisteat with them. . . Woodcock v. The 
Duke of Dorset has always been considered as carrying the 
doctrine to its utmost limits. It appears that that decision 
was much influenced by the consideration that, if all the 
children had died before the surviving parent, the fund 
would have gone back to the father of the intended wife, 
. . . ‘Tbe cases upon this subject turn upon such nice 
distinctions, and are so little reconci'eable, that the only 
reasonable course is to adopt the rule which has been 
generally recognized of leaning in favour of a construction 
which includes all the children, if the instrament affords fair 
grounds for doing so, but, if not, to give effect to the plain 
meaning of the words.” Lord Justice James thought that 
the plain meaning of the language used in Jeyes v. Savage 
was, that a child who did not survive both his parents was 
to take no interest in the fund, though, if ho left children 
him surviving, those children were to take the interest which 
he would himself have taken if he had survived. There be- 
ing a provision for the grandchildren, the reason for the 
decision in Woodcock v. The Duke of Dorset was entirely want. 
ing, and the argument on behalf of the representative of the 
deceased son amounted to asking the court to create an 
ambiguity with the view of curing it afterwards by resort- 
ing to a very artificial rule, 

Ve may add that, in Bryden v. Willett (L. R. 7 Ey. 472, 
a will case), Vice-Chancellor Malins said, ‘‘ There is nothing 
more firmly settled, I apprehend, than that where there 
is a gift to a parent for life, with remainder to the children 
in such a form as will give vested interests to the children, 
either at their birth or at a particular age, and that gift is 
followed by a limitation over if the parent shall die without 
‘leaving’ children; the word ‘ leaving’ there means ‘having 
or ‘having had.’” Upon this Lord Justice James, when Vice- 
Chancellor, observedin Re Watson’s Trusts (L. R. 10 Eq. 39) 
‘*] will take this opportunity of saying that I cannot agree 
with what Vice-Chancellor Malins says in Bryden v. Willelt 
that the word ‘leaving’ means ‘having’ or ‘having had 
issue. I think it would astonish a testator if he were told 
that this court would place such an interpretation on the 
word ‘ leaving.’” 








An alteration in the present North Wales Circuit has 
necessitated a different arrangement as to the attendance 
of one of the common law judges at the Central Criminal 
Court on Wednesday next, the 14th inst. The session will 
commence on Monday, and, as appointed, Lord Coleridge 
would have attended, but as North Wales judge his lord- 
ship bas to open the commission on Saturday (this day), and 
by the 14th inst, all the jadges except Mr. Baron Cleasby 
will be busily engaged on circnit, and his lordship will 
have daily to attend at chambers. ‘There remain in towa 
the three election judges, Mr. Justice Lush, Mr. Jue 
tice Denman, and Mr. Baron Amphlett. One of their 
lordships will have to attend at the Central Criminal 
Court, 
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3 Poutes. 


Acasx said to be without precedent in French jurispru- 
dence was recently decided by the Civil Tribunal of the 
Seine. M. Belin, the owner of a house at Choisy-le-Roi, 
on the approach of the invading army in September, 1870, 
fled to Paris, having first concealed in the cellar of his 
bonse, among other valuables, bonds payable to bearer 
worth about £8,000. After the siege, on revisiting his 
house he found it had been sacked, and his bonds carried 
of. Farther investigation Jed to the discovery that the 

erers were Prussian soldiers, one of whom was aman 
nemed Erlack, who had been in the habit of frequenting 
an auberge at Versailles, called the Cheval Rouge, kept by 
aman of the name of Marlet. A search was made in this 

which resulted in the discovery of twenty-five of 
the missing bonds. Marlet was prosecuted as an accom- 
plice in the theft, and was sentenced to eight months’ im- 
prisonment. He appealed from the sentence, and alleged 
that he had bought the bonds from Erlack in pursuance of 
advice given by the local authorities of Versailles, who, 
knowing that a great many valuables had been pillaged, 
and would be carried away by the German soldiers, re- 
quested the inhabitants to re-purchase the goods pillaged 
at the lowest price possible, in order to preserve them for 
the proprietors. The authorities, in making this recom- 
mendation, required every one who purchased in pursuance 
of it to make a declaration to the police of the articles re- 
parchased. Marlet alleged that, although he had not 
made this declaration, he had given immediate notice to a 
police agent, and had requested him to make the requisite 
declaration ; but he had forgotten to do so. The police 
agent confirmed this evidence, and Marlet was acquitted. 

During the hearing of this appeal the bonds were depo- 
sited with the officer of the court, and were burned in the fire 
atthe Patais de Justice. Marlet now sued M. Belin for the 
amount expended in purcbasing from the Prussian soldiers 
for his benefit the twenty-five bonds, viz., 2,250 francs, The 
wfortunate proprietor objected that he had not been ad- 
vantaged at all by the re-purchase, for the bonds were des- 
troyed before they were restored to him. It was replied 
that this was no matter ; the subsequent destruction of the 
bonds did not deprive the act of re-purchase of its character 
of a benefit to the proprietor, and moreover, under a law 

in 1872 relating to title deeds destroyed or burned, 
could obtain new title deeds. M. Limet, for the pro- 
prietor, in reply, argued that Marlet’s account was wholly 
untrustworthy; that he had no such generous motive as he 
alleged, and that he never was possessed of a sum of the 
a ne of that which he alleged he had paid for the 


S. 
The court held that the proof of the intention of Marlet to 
purchase the bonds for the benefit of the proprietor was not 
clearly made out ; consequently he could not claim to be a 
jerant d'affaires under articles 1371 and 1375 of the Code 
Givid ; that he was therefore a person interfering in the con- 
cerns of another from motives of his own personal interest, 
aad as such could recover the expenses he had sustained only 
when the person in whose concerns he had interfered had 
m profited by his interference; now as the bonds had 
destroyed before they were restored to the proprietor 
the benefit of their re-purchase was not obtained by him, 
hence Marlet could not claim the sum which he 
alleged he had paid for the bonds. The court ordered 
Marlet to pay the costs of the suit. 


A coop pra has been said in the course of the discussion 
m the Judicature Bill on the lowering which has 
of late occurred in the level of judicial ability. Under 
these circumstances it is comforting to learn from a Scottish 
contemporary that a mechanical judge of high ability and 

most perfect integrity has been invented. He consists 
of two machines, known respectively as the relational and 
the differential machine. By using these machines to- 
er, says the inventor, “‘ We are enabled to obtain the 
tring of any facts, or to arrive at any conclusion to 
Which the mind itself is competent. From any definite 
tumber of premisses, the correct answer may be obtained by 
— imitating, as near as possible, the natural process 
thought. It would be a great boon to the community 


a 
if the judges, notwithstanding their high integrity, would 





use such an instrument, as then what o: e culls right would 
not be called by a second wrong. A mechanival judge 
would be a boon to the whole civilized world.” If ouly 
Lord Penzance had not been appointed uider the Public 
Worship Act an eligible opening mizht have been fuund 
for the mechanical judge at Lambeth Palace. 


In THE CASE OF Ez parte Winter, heari by the Chief 
Judge on Monday, a trader, who had overdrawn his bankers’ 
account, offered the banke.s in August to give them security 
upon a ship which he was building. They declined to accept 
the security then, but said that circumstances might ar s+ 
which would make it desirable that they shou d have it, »nd 
he promised that he would give it them at any time when 
they wished it. On the 7th of October his account was sill 
overdrawn, and the bankers told him that they wishel to 
have the security, and that he must lodge the builder's 
certificate of the ship with their manager. This he did 
the next day. The certiticate described the ship and her 
engines, as if they were on board, and stated that she 
had been built for the bank manager. The ship was, in 
fact, incomplete in the builder's yard, and her engines 
were not on board, but were in an unfinished state in the 
yard of the person Who was making them for the ship- 
builder. The ship not being afloat, the bank manager could 
not be registered as the owner under the Merchant Shipping 
Act, but he took possession of her on the 10th of October, 
and placed on her a notice that she was his property. On 
the 12th of October the shipbuilder filed a liquidation psti- 
tion. The Chief Judge held that the security given to the 
bankers did not amount to a fraudulent preference, inas- 
much as it was given in pursuance of the debtor’s previous 
promise. He also held that the deposit of the builder’s 
certificate constituted a good equitable charge upon the 
ship, including the engines which were being cons‘ructed for 
her. 


WE LEARN from the Ceylon Times that the Supreme 
Court of Ceylon have held that they possess the power of 
punishing contempt of court not committed in the face of 
the court—a power, it will be remembered, which, in Ex 
parte Joliffe (21 W. R. 332), Cockburn, C.J., described as 
“an emanation from the royal authority,” and as belonging 
to the superior courts as representing “the one supreme 
court of the land.” The occasion which gave rise to the 
recent decision was an article in the Ceylon Times criti- 
cising very freely the action of the court in reversing & 
decision of a police magistrate, unfavourable to. the “ out- 
door proctors,” a class of practitioners apparently corr - 
sponding with our Old Bailey touts. Some of the sentences 
in the article were grossly libellous, and, as tending to brit g 
theadministration of justice into contempt, might havebeea 
properly made the subject of a criminal information. But 
this, the acting Chief Justice (Sir R. F. Morgan) remarked, 
“would bave caused delay”; and delay in such a case 
is not to be brooked. The editor made a written 
apology, which was accepted by the court, and thus the 
matter ended; but it is curious to observe with what 
unanimity judges all over the world are finding out that 
the widest power to punish contempts is essential to the 
dignity of a ourt of justice. 


WE ARE GLaD TO HEAR that the ru’e that agents shall be 
excluded from the conduct of cases in the county courts is 
being rigidly enforced in numerous instances. At the 
Chest¢r ana Wigan courts an intimation h«s been giver that 
this course will be adopted; and cn Friday week at the 
Birkenheaa County Court Mr. Wynne Ffoulkes, the judge, 
said that in future he could not permit ageuts to conduct 
cases before him. He would hear only the plaintiifs them- 
selves, or their attorneys, or some person in their emp'o . 
Saas might appear as witnesses when called in the 
ordinary way, but could not be allowed to oonduct cas». 
In judgment summonses the same rule would be observed, 
though these were cases of a somewhat diffrent character 
from ordinary plaints, An accountant hereupon interfered, aut 
expressed a hope that. his honour would net impose an 
arbitrary rule, which would cause great inconvenience to 
creditors, and would lessen the business of the court. He 
also threatened *‘ that there would be some correspondence 
about the matter yet.” The excited gentleman was re- 
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ferred to the section of the Act which specifies the persons 
entitled to appear and conduct cases. 


On Saturpay tast the Lords Justices reversed the 
decision of Vice-Chancellor Bacon in Re Bennett’s Trusts 
(23 W. R. 229, L. R. 19 Eq. 245). The reversal followed as 
a matter of course from the recent decision in bbs v. 
Boulnois (ante, p. 610) that an order of discharge releases 
the after-acquired property of a bankrupt, even though 
the bankruptcy be not closed. We notice the reversal 
merely for the purpose of recording the fact. 


On Tvrspay Last Lord Justice James announced that in 
consequence of a communication from the Taxing Masters’ 
office, the Lord Chancellor, with the concurrence of the 
Lords Justices, had directed that the mere fact that a junior 
counsel in a case had been made a Queen’s Counsel was not 
to be considered as sufficient to justify the allowance of the 

, briefs of three counsel on taxation. 





THE ASSOCIATED PROVINCIAL LAW SOCI- 
EVIES AND THE JUDICATURE BILL. 


On Friday, the 2nd inst., a deputation of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies had an interview, by appoint- 
ment, with the Attorney and Solicitor General, in the con- 
sultation room of the House of Commons. 

Representatives of the following Law Societies attended 
on the occasion :—Bath, Birmingham, Bolton, Brighton, 
Bristol, Cambridgeshire, Gloucestershire, Hull, Leeds, 
Liverpool, Manchester, Preston, Sheffield, Somersetshire, 
Sunderland, Wakefield, and Worcestershire. Mr. Gorst, 
Q.C., M.P.; Serjeant Spink, M.P.; Mr. W. St. James 
Wheelhouse, M.P. ; the President of the Liverpool Cham- 
ber of Commerce, and other gentlemen were also 
present. 

Mr. Marswatt (of Leeds) addressed the Attorney- 
General on behalf of the associated societies. He ob- 
served that the amendments which the association desired 
to have inserted in schedule 1 of the Bill, related to four 
subjects :—1. The definition of district registries, con- 
tained in order 35, rule 1; 2. The powers given to a de- 
fendant, under order 35, rules 12 and 13, to remove the 
action from the district registry, as of right, in certain 
cases ; 3. The omission of any provision for removing pro- 
ceedings from London to a district registry, or from one 
district registry to another; 4. The ealargement of the 
powers of the district registrars. 

As to (1) the definition of district registries, he urged the 
expediency of leaving the district of district registries to be 
defined by orders in council, as provided by section 60 of the 
principal Act, instead of defining them in the mode adopted 
by order 35, rule I, by a circle drawn from the registry. 

As to (2) defendant’s power of removal under order 35, 
rules 12 and 13, it was pointed ont that in every case, ex- 
cept the single case of an action for a liquidated sum by a 
writ specially indorsed, where the plaintiff applies for an 
order to sign final judgment by default under order 14, 
tule 1, and the defendant does not obtain leave to defend, 
the defendant was enabled to remove the action from the 
district registry without giving any reason. The amend- 
ment the societies contended for was that the defendant’s 
powerof removal should be limited to cases in which he 
could show some sufficient reason for removing the proceed- 
ings from the registry in which they had been commenced, 
and were then proceeding. 

The Attorney-GeNEKAL observed that as a new power 
was given by the rules to a plaintiff enabling him to com- 
mence proceedings in any district, it was thought that the 
defendant should have the power to remove. 

It was pointed ont that in the cases referred to in rules 





12 and 13, the defendant must bave appeared in the 
district registry, and by so doing admitted the propriety 
of the forum selected by the plaintiff, and that the power 
given to the defendant to appear in London when he | 
resides out of the district in which the action is come | 
menced, sufficiently protected him against any abuse of the | 
Lew powers given to a plaintiff by the rules, 

As to the omission to provide for the removal of an 
retion from London to the country, the members urged 


was given, this was probably a simple oversight, but that 
it was a matter of importance that the omission should be 
rectified. 

As to the powers of the district registrars, the ex- 
perience of the Lancashire registries (in which powers, 
similar to those asked for, were vested in the prothonotarieg 
of the local courts) was referred to. 

A conversation followed, io which Mr. Garnet, the pre- 
sident of the Liverpool Law Society; Mr. John Cooper, of 
Manchester ; Mr. Barnard Platts Broomhead, of Sheffield; 
Mr. Watkins, of Bolton; Mr. Wheelhouse, M.P., and the 
president of the Liverpool Chamber of Commerce took 

art. 

: The deputation having thanked the Attorney-General 
for the courteous hearing he had given to them, the inter. 
view, which had lasted about an hour and a half, termi- 
nated. 

The same gentlemen' subsequently had an interview 
with several members of Parliament on the subject. 


Supreme Court or Jupicature Act (1873) AMENDMENT 
(No. 2) Brn. 


The following law societies support the amendments 
specified below:—The Bath, Birmingham, Bolton-le-Moors, 
Brighton and Sussex, Bristol, Cambridgeshire, Denbigh. 
shire and Flintshire, Gloucestershire, Hull, Kent, Leeds, 
Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle, Preston, Sheffield, 
Somersetshire, Sunderland, Wakefield, Worcestershire, 
Yorkshire (North and South Darham) Law Societies.— 
1. Mr. Gorst’s proviso to clause 17, p. 9. 2. Mr. Dodds 
amendment of schedule 1, p. 63, line 40, order 35, rule 
1; Mr. Dodds’ amendment of schedule 1, p. 64, line 1, order 
35, rulel. 3. Mr. Gorst’s amendment of schedule 1, p. 
64, {lines 23 and 24, order 35, rule2; Mr. Gorst’s amend- 
ment of sohedule 1, p. 65, line 2, order 35, “ Orders 5a and 
8a’’ to be inserted. 4. Mr. Dodds and Mr. Gorst’s amend- 
ments of schedule 1, p. 65, by omission of rule 12. 5, Mr, 
Gorst and Mr. Dodds’ amendments of schedule 1, p. 65, line 
24, order 35, by omission of rule 13. 6. Mr, Gorst and Mr, 
Dodds’ amendments of schedule 1, p. 66, line 15, order 35, 
rule 14. 7. Mr. Gorst and Mr. Dodds’ amendment of 
schedule 1, p. 66, line 21, order 35, by insertion of rule 12, 
8. Re Dodds’ amendment of schedule 1, p. 89, order 54, 
rule 2, 








Obituary. 


MR. FREDERICK SHEPARD HULL. 

Mr. Frederick Shepard Hull, solicitor, of Liverpool, and 
of Ellerslie, New Brighton, died at Drumlie, Ayrshire, on 
the 20th ult., in his 59th year. Mr. Hull was the son of 
the Rev. Edward Hull, many years chaplain to the Blind 
Asylum at Liverpool, and was born in 1817. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1840, and had practised in Liverpool 
for over thirty years. He was for many years in partnership 
with the late Mr. John Fletcher, and more recently Messrs. 
William Stone and William Henry Fletcher had been 
associated with him. As the head of one of the largest 
legal firms in the town he was intrusted with much pro- 
fessional business of the greatest importance, and he enjoyed 
the confidence of an influential circle of clients, besides being 
most popular with his brethren in the profession. He was a 
liberal supporter of the local charities, especially of the 
Blind Asyium to which his father had been chaplain. His 
political opinions were Liberal, but he took no active part 
in political or municipal affairs. His health had long 
been indifferent, and about a year and a half ago he left heme 
for a tour in the South of Europe. He returned home 
much better, and then proceeded to Srotland on a visit to 
his brother-in-law, Mr. William Davidson. During his 
stay there he was attacked with paralysis, which soon 
proved fatal. His remains were brought trom Scotland to 
his residence at New Brighton, and the funeral took place 
last Saturday week at St. James's Cemetery, Liverpool. The 
service was read by the Rev. J. Wishaw, minister of 
the Church for the Blind, and the ceremony was attended 
by many of the Liverpool solicitors, and of the members of 
the local bar. The Mayor of Liverpool was prevented from 
being present by the visit of the First Lord ot the Admiralty 
to Liverpool, Mr, Hull leaves a large family. His eldest 


tiat esa power of removalfrom the country to London \ son, Mr. Edward Hull, was admitted a solicitor in 1873. 
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Aucieties. 
LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING SOCIETY. 

The annual meeting of this society was held at the Law 
[ostitution on Tuesday, the 6th inst., Mr. Thomas R. 
Hargreaves in the chair. The secretary read the annual 
of the committee. The report stated that during 
the past session (which commenced on the 27th of October 
ast) the society had held 32 meetings, at which 19 legal 
and 11 jurisprudential questions had been discussed; the 
remaining meetings have been devoted to the general 
business of the society. The average length of the debates 
had been nearly two hours, and the average attendance 23. 
Daring the session 40 new members had been elected and 
gine members had resigned. There are now on the roll2 29 
members. The report contained a long list of degrees, 
honours, and distinctions which had been gained by the 
different members of the society during the past session, 
conspicuous among whom was Mr. G. 8. Gibb, who had 
taken honours at the second examination for the degree of 
LL.B. at the University of London. In concluding their 
report the committee congratulated the society on its in- 
greasing numbers and continued prosperity. The report 
was adopted and ordered to be entered on the minutes. 
The treasurer’s annual accounts of receipts and disbarse- 
ments having been received and adopted, the society pro- 
ceded to the election of the officers for the ensuing session. 
In the result the following gentlemen were elected :— 
Treasurer, Mr. Arthur Fell, B.A.; secretary, Mr. Cecil A. 
Betts; committee, Messrs. Eady, LU.B., Gibb, LL.B., 
Ellis, Rouse, and Indermaur ; auditors, Messrs. Munton 
and Hargreaves. Votes of thanks to the officers of the 
past year having been carried, the society adjourned till 
the 26th of October next. The annual dinner of this 
society will take place at the Criterion on Tuesday next, 

the 13th inst., at 6.45 p.m. 








Appotututents, Ete. 


Mr. Freperic Burrow, LL.D., solicitor, of Collampton 
Devon, has been re-elected Clerk to the Willand School 
Board. Dr. Barrow was admitted a solicitor in 1866, and 
is clerk to the county magistrates of the divisioa of Col- 
lampton, and deputy-coroner for the Exeter district of 
Devonshire. 

Mr. Frepertck Joun Hatt has been appointed a Magis- 
trate for the County of Monmouth. Mr. Hall is the son of 
the late Mr. George Hall, J.P., of Belmont House, Christ- 
¢hurch, Monmouthshire, and was born in 1810. He was 
admitted a solicitor in 1834, and practised at Newport, 
bat retired from business a year or two ago. He was for 
several years clerk to the Commissioners of Taxes for the 
Christchurch division of the county. 


Mr. Epwarp Morcom Harwoop, solicitor, of Bristol, has 
been appointed Deputy-Coroner for the City and County of 
Bristol. Mr. Harwood was admitted a solicitor in 1848. 


Mr. Henry Hawkes, solicitor, of Birmingham, has been 
unanimously elected Coroner for that town in the place of 
Dr. Davies, who has resigned. Mr. Hawkes was admitted a 
®licitor in 1846, and was till recently one of the aldermen 
ofthe borough, and has also served as mayor of Birming- 
ham and town clerk of ‘'amworth. Mr. Hawkes is a J.P. 
for Worcestershire. 

Mr, Moraan Howanp, Q.C., Recorder of Guildford, has 

appointed Chief Commissioner to Inquire into the 
Existence of Corrupt Practices in the City of Norwich. 
Mr, Howard was called to the bar at the Middle Temple 
in Easter Term, 1858, when he joined the Home Circuit 
and the Surrey Sessions; and became Queen's Counsel 

year. He unsuccessfully contested the borough of 
gpnteth in the Conservative interest both in 1868 and 


Mr. J. Granvinte Layarp has been appointed Assistant 
Qlerk at the Mansion-house Police-court, in succession to 
Mr. Thomas Holmes Gore, elected clerk to the magistrates 
for the city of Bristol, 





Mr. Parrtck MacManon, barrister, has been appoiuted 
a Commissioner to Inquire into the Existence o*® Corrupt 
Practices in the City of Norwich. Mr. MacMahon is 
the son of the late Mr. James MacMahon, of Rathkeale, 
coanty Limerick, and was born in 1815. He was edacated 
at Trinity College, Dublin, where he gradaated as B. A. in 
1836. He was called to the bar at Gray’s-ian in Trinity 
Term, 1842, and practises on the Oxford Circuit and 
Staffordshire Sessions. He was M.P. ia the Liberal interest 
for the county of Wexford from 1852 til] 1865, and for New 
Ross from December, 1868, till February, 1874, when he 
would not seek election on Home Rule principles. Mre 
MacMahon was junior counsel for the defendant in the 
Tichborne prosecution. 


Mr. Gzorce Powett, of Upton-upon-Severn, has been 
elected Superintendant Registrar and Clerk to the 
Guardians of the Upton-upon-Severn Union. Mr. Powell 
has also been appointed Actuary to the Upton Savings’ 
Bank. All three offices were held by the late Mr. Thomas 
Willis Walker, with whom Mr. Powell served his articles. 


Mr. ArtHuR SperRLiINc, barrister, of Papworth St. 
Agnes, and of Latterbury-hill, St. Ives, has been elected 
Chairman of Quarter Sessions for Cambridgeshire, in the 
place of the Hon. Eliot Thomas Yorke, resigned. Mr. 
Sperling is the son of the late Rev. Harvey James 
Sperling, of Latterbury-hill, and was born in 1823. He 
was educated at Rugby, and at Trinity College, Cambridge, 
where he was placed in the first class of the civil law 
tripos in 1847, and graduated as LL.B. in 1849. He was 
called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas Term, 
1851, and he has been for some time deputy-chairman of 
the Cambridgeshire Sessions. He is also a magistrate for 
Huntingdonshire. 


Mr. Epwarp WItt1am WorRLLEGE, solicitor, has been ap- 
pointed Registrar of the Great Yarmouth County Court 
(Circuit No. 33) to act jointly with the present registrar, 
Mr. Edward John Kendall. Mr. Worlledge is the son of 
Mr. John Worlledge, judge of county courts for Circuit 
No. 33, and chancellor of the diocese of Norwich. He 
was formerly scholar of Jesus College, Cambridge, where 
he graduated as B.A. (second class classical tripos) in 
1872. He was articled to Messrs. Longmore & Sworder, 
of Hertford, and was admitted a solicitor last term. 


New ComMIssIoneRS ror TakING ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. 

Mr. Epwarp Morcow Harwoop, Bristol (city and county 
of Bristol and counties of Somerset and Gloucester). 

Mr. Freperick Vivian Hitt, Helston (Cornwall). 


Mr. Thomas Webb Greene, ().C., has been nominated 
as one of the chairmen of the Essex Quarter Sessions, in 
the place of the late Mr. Thomas Coxhead Chisendale 
Marsh, of Gaynes Park, Epping. The election will take 
place at the October sessions, the other candidates being 
Sir Selwin Ibbetson, Bart., M.P., and Mr. Henry Ford 
Barclay. 

The Duke of Backingham has retired from the chair- 
manship of the Buckinghamshire Quarter Sessions, in 
consequence of his appoiatment as Governor of Madras. 

The town clerkship of Hull has become vacant by the 
resignation of Mr. George Christopher Roberts. 

The town clerkship of Blackburn has become vacant 
by the resignation of Mr. Charles George Haden Beck. 

The office of registrar of the Luton County Court 
(Circuit No. 37) has become vacant by the death (at the 
age of fifty) of Mr. Charles Addington Austin, of that 
place. 

—= 





It is stated that the Irish judges have addressed, 
through the Lord Chief Justice, a strong remonstrance to 
the Government with respect to the state of the River 
Liffey. 

It was announced on Wednesday at the Judicial Com- 
mittee that Mr. Lemon, the chief clerk, had expired early 
in the morning at St. Thomas’s Hospital, He had been 
connected with the Judicial Committee more than twenty 
years. 
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Courts. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
MASTER OF THE ROLLs. 
July 8.—Jn re Havell, an Infant. 

In this matter C. H. Turner moved ex parte for a direc- 
tion to the Chancery Paymaster to invest several small 
sums belonging tothe infant in Consols, pursuant to an 
order made in the matter on the 26th of February direct- 
ifg such investment to be made notwithstanding the 
smallness of the amount, it appearing that the deputy- 
paymaster refused to comply with the order, in consequence 
of the 64th rule under the Chancery Funds Act, 1874, 
providing that a sum of money in court less than £40 shall 
not be invested in securities, except in cases differing from 
the present case. 

JEssEL, M.R., said he would make no order at present, 
as notice of motion had not been served on the paymaster ; 
but he directed the registrar to tell the deputy-paymaster 
that the order of the court must be obeyed, adding that 
he should know how to deal with the case if brought be- 
fore him again upon notice. 








Parliament and Leqtslation. 
HOUSE OF LORDS. 


July 2.—Ecciesrasticat Fees RepistRIBUTION. 

The House went into committee on this Bill. 

Clauses 1 to 5, with amendments, were agreed to. 

On clause 6, the Archbishop of CanrERBURY said it had 
only just transpired that there was a sum of £1,200, which 
under the Act of Parliament was available for certain ec- 
clesiastical fees, now waiting at the office of the Bounty 
Board for some one to claim. He intended, therefore, on 
the report to bring up an amendment inviting their lord- 
ships to give authority to the Governors of Queen Anne’s 
Bounty to appropriate the £1,200 for the purposes of the 
fee fund mentioned in the Bill.—The clause was then 
agreed to and the Bill passed through committee. 


REGISTRATION oF TraDE Marks. 
This Bill was read a third time and passed. 


July 5.—Eccresiasticat Commissioners (Fen CHAPELs). 
‘his Bill was read a second time. 


Saiz or Foop anp Darvas. 

The report of amendments to this Bill was received. On 
the question that the report be adopted, Lord EcERTon 
or Tatton moved the omission of the word “ knowingly ” 
in the 3rd and 4th clauses.—Lord ABERDARE supported the 
amendment, and said that, as the retailer and his wife 
could give evidence as to the state in which they had re- 
ceived the goods, no hardship would be done to the re- 
tailerjby the omission of the word.—The Duke of Ricu- 
MOND said that on the motion for the third reading of the 
Bill he should move the omission of the word “ knowingly ” 
and the insertion of such other words as might be neces- 
sary to meet the objections which had been urged. 

Lord PENzaNcE moved the omission from clause5 of words 
which excepted from punishment for adulteration per- 
sons who sold articles containing harmless foreign matter, 
mixed with them for the purpose of making them portable 
or palatable, of preserving them, or of improving their 
appearance, provided such matter was not used for the 
purpose of concealing the inferior quality of the article. — 
The Duke of Richuonp would endeavour before the third 
reading to give effect to the noble lord’s views by amend- 
ing clause 5 so as to make it agree with clause 7.—Lord 
Pznzance withdrew his amendment and the report was 
agreed to. 


Giese Lanp Corrorate Bopres (Irguanp). 
This Bill was read a second time. 


July 6.—Puniic Heattu. 
This Bill passed through committee, 


CanapA Copyricut. 


Giese Lanvs Corrorate Boprss (Inenanp). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 


July 2.—Pactric Istanpers Protection. 
This Bill passed through committee. 


Brivces (Irevanp). 
This Bill passed through committee. 


DrvuGeinc oF ANIMALS. 
This Bill was read a second time. 


ELemMEentTARY Epvucation Act AMENDMENT. 
Mr. Ratupone brought in a Bill to provide for the filling 
up of casual vacancies in school boards in certain cases by 
such boards without public election. 


July 5.—JupicaturE Act AMENDMENT. 


On the order of the day for going into committee on this 
Bill, Sir H. James said that the proposed reduction in the 
number of the common law judges from eighteen to fifteen 
was one of the most ill-advised pieces of economy which 
could possibly be attempted, and he feared that the result 
would be to bring the courts to a dead-lock. The remed 
of continuous sittings provided by the Judicature Act woul 
be impossible if the number of judges were reduced. 
The circuits required fourteen judges, and one judge must 
always be at chambers. For all other purposes, such as the 
Central Criminal Court or the indisposition of a judge, there- 
would be no judicial reserve. The result would be that, if 
the number of judges were diminished, there could be no 
continuous sittings during the period of the circuits. The 
period allotted to the circuits ought also to be much longer 
than it now was. The judges now could not get through the 
work ; they were forced to ask commissioners to sit for theme 
Turning to the proposed Court of Appeal, he said it would 
consist practically of the two Lords Justices, two judges of 
the Privy Council, and one person to ke nominated by the 
Crown. Therefore, with respect to common law appeals, 
you would have cases from the Courts of Queen’s Bench, 
Exchequer, and Common Pleas going before these two meme 
bers of the Privy Council and some third person who would 
have to determine whether the decisions of the judges of 
these courts, men of great learning and long training, 
who had spent years in the consideration of our common law, 
were correct? Besides, there would be a breach of parliae 
mentary faith with those judges of the Privy Council, who 
would now be transferred, not to the Supreme Court of 
Appeal, as they had a right to expect, but to a court from 
which an appeal to the House of Lords would lie. What 
he would suggest would be that the Privy Council 
should be left as at present constituted, and that 
there should be added to the two Lords Justices 
two members of the common law bench who had 
seven or ten years’ experience of our common law.— 
Mr. Lopes also objected strongly to the reduction of the 
members of the common law bench, and pointed out that 
besides the circuits there were the election petitions, which 
it was now proposed should be tried, not by one judge, but 
by two judges, Then, again, the Central Criminal Court re- 
quired a judge, and a common law judge was to be utilized 
as Chief Judge in Bankruptcy. Eighteen judges, at least, 
would be necessary, without making any allowance for ill- 
ness. With regard to the rules and orders he entirely obe 
jected to the proposed abolition of bills of exceptions, and 
when the proper time came he should move an amendment 
that the bill of exceptions should be preserved. Again, 
under the Act of 1873 and this Bill, if a judge misdirected 
a jury or improperly received or rejected evidence, a new 
trial was not to be granted unless the court before whom the 
case came should be of opinion that the miscarriage of jus- 
tice was caused by the misdirection. Judges were so apt to 
think they were right when they were wrong, that this would 
be a very dangerous inroad indeed. Hitherto, save in a few 
exceptional cases, costs had always followed the event, and 
in no case was the successful party deprived of his costs ; 
but the Bill proposed to give a judge absolute discretion, 
so that a judge who disapproved a verdict might order & 
successful defendant to bear the costs of an action.—Mr. 
Watkin Witutams said he had received a letter from the 
Lord Chief Baron, who said the business of the country and 





This Bill was read a third time. 


the business of the courts had been progressively increasiog 
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during the last three years, and notwithstanding the efforts 
made by the judges, by holding two courts in Banco and 
two Nisi Prius courts, it was impossible to keep down the 
arrears, Which were increasing every term and every sitting ; 
and, therefore, to reduce the number of judges from six to 
five in each court would really be to cripple the administration 
of justice in each court, and to disable the judges for 
adequately performing the duties of each court. The Lord 
Chief Baron added that that opinion had been concurred in 
by all the judges except one, who had not been consulted from 
motives of delicacy, because he was Attorney-General of the 
late Government when the Act of 1873 was passed. There 
ran through the Bill the dangerous sign of a disposition to 
in the hand of the Lord Chancellor and the judges 
a great increase of power ; and the astounding result of one 
clause was to give the Lord Chancellor power to repeal any 
Act on the Statute-book. The Bill enabled the judges to 
make rules and orders of the most sweeping description, 
and provided that they were to come into operation the 
instant they were made. No doubt there was a provision 
that within forty days after they were placed on the table 
either House of Parliament might address the Crown against 
them, and in this case the Government might by an order 
incouncil annul them. That was a complete innovation. 
The judges might order cases to be tried by a judge instead 
of before a jury, and when the matter came to be discussed 
in Parliament all manner of proceedings would be taken 
under these rules and orders, and they would be told that 
the greatest inconvenience would be caused by the House 
repealing them. Healso objected to the abolition of the bill 
of exceptions and to the discretion as to costs vested in the 
judges. —The ATTORNEY-GENERAL said that the rules as to 
costs and the bill of exceptions were expressly provided by 
the Act of 1873. The Act also provided that the number of 
puisne judges should be reduced from 15 to 12, Some hon, 
members might recollect that he resisted that proposal, and 
he never entertained any other opinion. He found that the 
inion of the common law judges, of eminent members of 
common law bar, and of persons in all parts of the 
country who were interested in the question was that 
the number of the common law judges ought not to be 
reduced, and that the clause in the Act of 1873 whereby 
their number would be reduced ought to be repeaied. 
On the part of the Government, he had to state that, in 
their opinion, the clause in the Act of 1878 which referred 
tothe number of the common law judges should be re- 
pesled.—Mr. Norwoop, on behalf of the mercantile com- 
munity, thanked the Attorney-General for this concession 
with reference to the number of the common law judges. 
-Mr. Grecory asked for a reform with reference to sit- 
tings in banco. He remarked that in the decision of some 
try questions, such as whether an attorney’s clerk had 
rightly described as a gentleman in a bill of sale, 
there was a great waste of judicial power, three, and 
generally four, being the number of common law judges 
who sat in banco to hear arguments and give judgments on 
such questions. Cases in chancery were determined by a 
single judge. That anomaly in the administration of jus- 
was very remarkable.—Mr. Morcan Ltoyp hoped that 
the strong opinion which had been expressed would induce 
the Attorney-General to alter the Act so far as regarded 
the abolition of the bill of exceptions and the common law 
tight which had for centuries existed by which litigants had 
awarded costs whenever they were successful. The 
proposal to give to the Queen in Council and to the Lord 
Chancellor the power at any time by a simple order of re- 
pealing any clause in any Act of Parliament which was 
sistent with the Judicature Act would enable them to 
Tepeal any section of any Act now in the Statute-book. 
power was unprecedented.—Sir J. KaRsLAKE was 
Very much gratified at the announcement of the Attorney- 
General that the number of judges would be retained. 
With regard to the objection about giving the judge entire 
tion as to costs, his hon. and learned friend would 
do well to consider the altered state of things which would 
when every court had power to deal with all ques- 
tions from both a legal and an equitable point of view. It 
was all very well that the costs should follow the event as 
88a single issue only was raised; but when a cross 
might be raised the question would arise whether 
One party had not partially succeeded as well as the 
tther. In that case there was a great deal in the rule of 
court of equity that the judge should decide by whom 
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the costs should be paid.—The House then went into com- 
mittee on the Bill. 

Clause 1 was to. 

On clause 2, Mr. Horwoop proposed, page 1, line 16, to- 
omit ‘‘ sections ” and insert “ section.’’ The suggestion he 
ventured to make was this, that asthe Act of 1873 had 
provided a Court of Appeal satisfactory to the profession, 
to suitors, and the colonies, that court, should be brought 
inte existence as it was, the appeal to the House of Lords 
being preserved. Instead of repealing, as the Bill pro-- 
posed, the 20th, 21st, and 55th sections of the Supreme 
Court of Judicature Act, he proposed to repeal, or rather 
to suspend, only one of these.—The ATTorNEY-GENERAL. 
could not assent to the proposal of the hon. gentleman. 
—The amendment was withdrawn.—Mr. Watkin 
WILLIAMS proposed an amendment the effect of which 
would be to make the clause more clear as to what 
appeals should go to the House of Lords and what 
to the Privy Council. He had also a second amendment 
in reference to the same point.—The AtrorNEY-GENERAL. 
could not assent to the first amendment, but he was rather 
disposed to think that the second amendment, as to the 
right of appeal to the House of Lords, might be adopted.— 
After di ion, however, in which attention was drawn 
to the looseness of theclause, the amendmeni was Withdrawn 
upon the understanding that it would be re-considered by 
the Attorney-General before the report.—The clause was 
agreed to, and clause 3 was postponed. 

On clause 4, Mr. W. Wiit1aMs moved, page 2, line 29, to 
leave out after “‘ chancery” to end of line 36, and insert, 
‘*and such three other persons to be selected from the Vicee 
Chancellors, Justices, or Barons of the superior courts of 
law and equity at Westminster, or of the corresponding 
divisions of the High Court of Justice, of not less than five 
years’ standing, as judges, as her Majesty may under the 
Royal sign manual appoint.”—Mr. Forsyts thought that 
some security ought to be taken that two outof the three 
“other persons ” should be common Jaw lawyers. —Mr. O. 
Morgan thought it would be unwise to restrict the choice 
of judges for the intermediate court to any particular branch 
either of the legal profession or of the judicial bench.—After 
some discussion Mr. Watkin WIvuIAMs_ withdrew his 
amendment in favour of Mr. Gregory’s—Mr. GREGORY 
moved the omission of that part of the clause 
which provided that two salaried judges of the 
Judicial Committee of the Privy Council should 
be removed to the Supreme Court of Appeal.— 
Mr. Letru objected to the clause in the Bill on the ground 
that it would be a breach of faith with the judges to remove 
them from a higher to a lower court.—The ATTORNBY- 
GENERAL was disposed to accede to the proposal to omit 
the names of the two Privy Council judges from the 
clause—The amendment was then agreed to.—On the 
motion of Mr. Watkin Wrttiams (in the absence of 
Mr. Gregory), the words ‘‘and such one other person as 
her Majesty may be pleased to appoint by letters patent,” 
in the part of the clause relating to the appointment of the 
ordinary judges of the court, were altered to ‘‘such three 
other persons,” &c.—Sir H. James moved to add thereafter 
the words “of whom two shall bave been justices or barons of 
the superior courts of law at Westminster, or of the corre- 
sponding divisions of the High Court of Justice.’’—The 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL pointed out that by the Act of 1873 
Parliament had already declared what it deemed the proper 
qualification of a judge of the Court of Appeal. He could 
see no good reason for imposing in connection with the first 
constitution of the court a fetter which should afterwards 
be removed.—Mr. Jackson objected to the hands of the 
Government being fettered in the way proposed by the 
amendment.—Mr. ForsytH thought that the amendment 
was a very reasonable one.—Sir G. Bowyer agreed with 
the view that had been expressed by the Attorney-General.— 
Mr. O. Morcean thought that the amendment trespassed 
too much upon the functions of the Government.—Mr. 
Morcan Lioyp and Mr. HrscaEeLt supported the amend- 
ment.—Mr. Serjeant Smaon opposed it.—Mr. Lopzs sup- 
ported the amendment.—Sir H, James said he had proposed 
this amendment because equity barristers had not the 
— and experience which judges of the Court of Appeal 
required in hearing common law cases.—The amendment 
was negatived.—Clause 4 as amended was agreed to. 

On clause 5 Sir G. Bowyer moved an amendment provid- 
ing that ‘‘ no judge shall be transferred from one division of 
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ths High Court or to or from the Court of Appeal without 
his consent in writing.” —The ATTORNEY-GENERAL opposed 
the amendment, and it we negatived. -Sir G. Bowyer 


moved an amendment, the eff-ct ot which would have been 
to continue the eligibility of the Master f the Rolls to sit 
in the House of Commons. — The amendme it was a gatived, 
and the clause. as avnended, agreed to. 

Clauses 6, 7, and 8, with certain amendments, were agreed 


to. 

On claus? 9 (the London Court of Bankrupter not to be 
transferred to the High Court of Justive), Mr. Herscuenn 
moved, page 5, line 38, to leave out the words, ‘‘ from time 
to time.” As the clause stood it provided that the office of 
Chief Judge in Bankruptcy shonld be filled by such judge of 
the Exchequer division as might from time to time be 
required to act by the Lord Chancellor. That gave the 
Lord Chancellor power to set aside a judge who might be 
displeasing to him, and appoint another in his stead. That 
he held to be a very objectionable provision.—Sir G. 
Bowyer agreed with the hon. and learned member that this 
was a very objectionable power to give to the Lord Chan- 
cellor.—Mr. Horwoop and Mr. Jackson supported the 
amendment.—The Arronney-GeneERAL had no objection to 
the omission of the words ‘‘from time to time.”—The 
amendment was then agreed to.—On the motion of Mr. 
OsBorNE MorcGan the words ‘‘ of the Exchequer division ” 
were struck out of the clause, and the words ‘or with the 
consent of such one of the judges appointed since the passing 
of the last-mentioned Act”? were inserted after “ 1869” on 
the motion of Mr. HerscueLt.—Some consequential amend- 
ments were also made, and the clause, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

On clause 10 Mr. Jackson proposed an amendment, 
repealing sub-section 1 of clause 25 of the principal Act, 
and substituting a new sub-section.—The amendment was 
agreed to, and the clause was then ordered to stand part of 
the Bill. 

Clauses 11 to 15 were also agreed to. 

On clanse 16, Mr. Watkry WILLIAMS proposed to qualify 
the provision giving operative force to the rules contained 
in the first schedule for the regulation of the proceedings 
of the High Conrt of Justice and Court of Appeal, by in- 
serting the words “so far as the same regulate the plead- 
ing, practice, and procedure only of the courts and do not 
otherwise than in so regulating the pleading, practice, and 
procedure, take away or infringe any existing right 
founded upon any Act of Parliament or upon the common 
law, and so far as the same do not conflict with the 
provisions of this or the principal Act.’’—The ArrorNeEY- 
GeNEEAL could not assent to the introduction of the 
words. The rules drawn up by the judges had been 
before the public for about a year, so that it could not 
be said there had not been ample time for consideration. 
—Mr. Wappy thought some revision of the rules was 
needed.—Sir H. James took it to be a matter of course 
that the rules would come before them for discussion.— 
Mr, O. MorGan opposed the amendment.—Mr. Herscnetn 
moved the omission of the concluding part of the clause, 
giving the judges the power of annulling or altering the 
new rules so made. There ought to be some limitation on 
the power given to the jndges to undo the work which 
Parliament was now dcing.—The Sortcrror-GEeNneRaL 
said the amendment would raise the question in 
every case whether a rule had to do with pro- 
cedure and practice. A power of variation should 
be vested in some one. It was uot likely the judges 
would alter a rnle that had been carefully considered by 
Parliament. Of course, if they did, the alteration would 
be abrogated.—The amendment was withdrawn, and clause 
16 was ordered to stand part of the Bill. 

On clause 17, Mr. Burr tock exception to the strange 
provision giving the judges power to supplement, alter, or 
annul the rules, This sub-section would give the judges 
power to abolish the trial by jury. He therefore moved as 
an amendment to omit the words, “including all matters 
connected with writs, forma of actions, parties to actions, 
evidence, and mode and place of trial.” The Arrornery- 
GexeraL had no objection to accept the amendment, 

Progress was then reported. 

Davcoine or ANIMALS, 

This Bill was committed pro formd that it may be re- 

printed. 





Brus read A First Time. 

Mr. W. H. Surg introduced a Bill for farther amend- 
ing the Acts relating to the raising of money by the Met- 
ropolitan Board of Works, and for other purposes. 

Mr. Sravetry Hitt introduced a Bill to consolidate and 
amend the Industrial and Provident Societies Acts. 


July 7.—Hovsenotp Francuise (Counties). 

After a debate, on a division, this Bill was thrown out by 
268 to 166. 
Sate or Inroxtcatinc Liavors on Sunpay (IRexanp), 

This Bill was withdrawn. 

Iuprisonuent FoR Dest (No. 2). 
This Bill was withdrawn. 
Trarric Reeutation (Dusty). 

Sir M. Hicks-Bracu brought in a Bill to regulate traffic 

through the city of Dublin and for other purposes. 
Par.IAMENTARY Exzcrions (Returning OFFIcERs), 
This Bill was read a third time. 








Zaw Students’ Sournal. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Fixat ExamMInation. 
Easter Term, 1875. 

At the examination of candidates for admission on the 
roli of attorneys and solicitors of the superior courts, the 
examiners recommended the following gentlemen, under the 
age of twenty-six, as being entitled to honorary distinc- 
tion :— 

Joseph Stanislaus Bradley, who served his clerkship 
to Messrs. Bradley and Steinforth, of Liverpool. 

Gerald De Dibon Elliott, who served his clerkship to 
_ | Mesers. Fawcett, Garbutt, & Fawcett, of Stockton-on- 

Tees, and Messrs. Bell, Brodrick, & Gray, of London. 

; Donald Sween Mackay, who served his clerkship to 
= | Messrs. Oldman, & Iveson, of Gainsborough, and Mr, 

LA. R. Oldman, of London. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accords 
ingly awarded the following prizes of books :— 

To Mr. Bradiey, the Prize of the Honourable Society of 
Clifford’s-inn. 

To Mr. Elliott, the Prize of the Honourable Society of 
New-inn. 

To Mr. Mackay, the Prize of the Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The examiners have also certified that the following 
candidates, under the age of twenty-six, whose names are 
placed in alphabetical order, passed examinations which en- 
title them to commendation :— 

Jobn Francis Butlin, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Mathews & Smith, of Birmingham and London. 

Robert Stevens Byron, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
John Richardson, of Harrogate, and Messrs. Shum, Cross. 
man, & Crossman, of London. 

Thomas Herbert Edward Foord, who served his clerkship 
to Mr. Rowland Miller, of London. 

Albert Walter Grundy, who served his clerkship to Mr 
Herbert Ritson, of Manchester. 

James Ryley Haslam, who served his clerkship to Mr. 
James Ryley, of Bolton, and Mr. Thos. W. Goldring, of 
London. 

George William Morrison, who served his clerkship to 
Messrs. Learoyd, Learoyd, & Peace, of Huddersfield and 
London, 

John Morgan, who served his clerkship to Mr. Thomas 
Hamlin, of Wrington, Somerset. 

Nathaniel Stone, who served his clerkship to Messrs, 
Stone & Billson, of Leicester, and Messrs. Field, Roscoe, & 
Co,, of London. 

Henry Charles Sweet, who served his clerkship to Messrs. 
Beadon & Sweet, of Taunton, and Messrs. Freeman 
Bothamley, of London. 

The council have accordingly awarded them ecrtificates of 
merit. 

The number of candidates examined in this term was 
136 ; of these, 115 passed, and 21 were postponed, 
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Heqal Ltenms. 


———— 

The Right Hon. Lord Aberdare has accepted the office 
of President of the Social Science Congress to be held at 
Brighton in October next. 

It is announced that the Church Association has in- 
stracted its law committee to give advice and assistance to 
parishioners in carrying out the Public Worship Act. 

It appears from returns recently laid before the House 
of Commons that upwards of £83,000,000 is owing by the 
local authorities of England and Wales in respect of loans 
made to them. 

An American legal journal states that there is one 
coloured man upon the bench of the Sapreme Court of 
South Caroliva, and it is said there are fifty coloured men 
practising at the bar of that State. 

Atthe Westmorland Assizes at Appleby on Saturday 
last there were no prisoners and no causes entered for trial}, 
and the sheriff presented Mr. Baron Huddleston with a 
pair of white gloves. 

A proviaocial journal states that ‘‘ Mr. J. O. Griffits, 
QC., one of the recently gazetted batch of ‘her Majesty’s 
counsel learned in the law,’ announces that he‘ has decided 
tosignalize bis preferment in the profession.’ This Mr. 
Griffits intends to do by purchasing the Frogmore Gardens 
at High Wycombe (his native town) and laying them out 
as @ public pleasure ground.” 

The Central Law Journal remarks that ‘The indiscrimi- 
nate practice to which some law journals are addicted, of 
puffing every new law book that comes out, deserves severe 
reprobation. The subscribers of a legal journal have a 
tight to expect that when a new law book is issued from 
the press it shall advise them with some degree of candour, 
and after taking some pains in the investigation, whether 
itis worthy of a place in their libraries or not.” 

The Sacramento Union says that it has become evident 
there is something in the air, in the soil, or in the social 
condition of San Francisco, which inspires the women of 
that sea-girt peninsula with a perennial yearning to kill 
lawyers. The number of lawyers who have been shot, or 
shot at, by females in San Francisco, is really appalling. 
Crittenden, McDermott, and Cobb are among the most 
prominent cases, but the calendar abounds wit h them. 

An American medical journal says that at a well-known 
itial recently, a physiciar, while on the witness stand, was 
wked the following question :—‘‘ Well, doctor, what did 
Mary say ?’’ Turning to the judge, he asked whether he 
thould reply. The judge, having this issue raised, and 
fering some disagreeable consequences, reflected and 
hesitated ; meanwhile, counsel pro and con argued the 
legitimacy of the question and the propriety of a reply. 
After much eloquence and display of legal lore, it was 

ined that the question was admissible, and his 
honour, turning to the physician, said, “The witness will 
answer the question.” The lawyer then formally asked 
the question again: ‘‘ Well, doctor, tell the court, what 
didMary say ?” Assuming an air of gravity, the physician 
mplied, “ Sir, Mary said nothing.” 

Mr. Disraeli explained on Thursday in the House of Com- 
Mons that no steps were taken to fill up the office of Queen's 

embrancer in consequence of the recommendation of 
the commission and the Treasury minute, “and when I came 
into office 1 received a memorial from the Lord Chief Jus- 
ticeand other judges, calling my attention to the fact that 
the office of Queen’s Remembrancer had not been filled up, 
that it involved some important duties, and that the admin- 
istration of justice was arrested in consequence. I accord- 
ingly filled up the office, and, as certain duties were vested 
in this office, I had no option in the matter. In filling up 

appointment, however, I made it a condition that the 
ollice should be regarded as temporary, and that in the event 
its abolition the person appointed should have no claim 

“Tcompensation. ‘Ihe office is given as a matter of routine 
tothe master of the Court of Exchequer. The salary is 

0 a year, and he has accepted it%ubject to the conditions 
ve mentioned.” 

The Legal Chronicle states that, im a recont issue of the 

adelphia Ledger, there was a letter suggesting that it 
Would add to the dignity of our courts if tae judges wore 





robes as they do in England, which suggestion the Ledger 
did not think would work well in ‘‘warm weather.’ In 
response to this, one of the Ledger's correspondents sent the 
original autograph of the petition to the Supreme Court of 
New Jersey, signed by the members of the bar in 1791, 
asking to have the practice of wearing “bands” and 
‘‘gowns” abolished. This ancient and interesting paper, 
signed by men whose names subsequently became historical, 
reads as follows :— 

‘*To the Honourable the Judges of the Supreme Court of 
Judicature of the State of New Jers-y : 

“ The petition of the subscribers, counsellors at the bar 
of the said court, most respectfully showeth: That the 
wearing of bands and bar gowns is found to be very trouble- 
some and inconvenient, and is also deemed by your peti- 
tioners altogether useless. Your petitioners, therefore, pray 
gl rule of this court, made for that purpose, may be va- 
cated, 

“* And they are in duty bound, etc. 

‘« Trenton, May 11, 1791. . 

“Andrew D. Woodruff, Jos. Taylor, Fra. Davenport, 
Casper Smith, Joseph Bloomfield, Rich. Howell, Aaron 
Ogden, John Lawrence, Abm. Ogden, Elisha Boudinot, 
James Linn, Richard Stockton, Fred. Frelinghuysen, An- 
drew Kirkpatrick, W. Griffith.” 








Caurt Papers. 


COUNTY COURTS. 


I, the Right Honourable Hogh McCalmont, Baron 
Cairns, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do, under 
the powers vested in me by the County Court Ruler, 
hereby order that the offices of the county courts may be 
closed on the 2nd day of August, 1875. : 

Given under my hand this lst day of July, 1875. 

Carns, C. 


RULES UNDER THE PUBLIC WORSHIP 
ACT. 


Rutes for regulating the procedure and settling the fees 
to be taken under the Pablic Worship Act, 1874 :— 


Representations, ge. 

1. The representation, declarations, and all other docu- 
ments required by the Act or by these rules and orders to be 
transmitted to the bishop, shall be either delivered at, or 
sent by post in a registered packet to, the registry of the 
diocese within the jurisdiction of which the church or burial- 
ground to which the representation relates is situate. Such 
registry is hereinafter called “the diocesan registry,” and 
the registrar thereof is hereinafter called “the diocesan 
registrar.” The word “complainant” is hereinafter used 
to designate the person (or persons if more than one) making 
the representation. 

2. All documents required by the Act or by these rules 
and orders to be transmitted to the archbishop or the judge 
shall be either delivered at or sent in manner above-men- 
tioned to the registry of the Arches Court of Canterbury 
(when the matter arises with the province of Canterbury), 
or the registry of the Chancery Court of York (when the 
matter arises within the province of York). Such registry 
is hereinafter called the ‘‘ provincial registry,” and the 
registrar thereof is hereinafter called the “ provincial 
registrar,” 

3. All documents and notices required by these rules and 
orders to be transmitted to the diocesaa or provincial 
registries may be either delivered at or sent in manner 
above-mentioned to such registries, and all documents and 
notices to be issued from the said registries may be sent by 
post in like manner. 

4. The forms of declaration and representation are printed 
in the appendix, Nos. 1, 2, and 3. The declaration No. 1 
in cases where such declaration is required, and in other 
cases the representation is to be accompanied by an address 
to which documents and notices for the complainant may be 
sent. The diocesan registrar shall acknowledge the receipt 
of all documents on the days on which they shall be re- 
spectively received. A form of receipt is given in the 
appendix, No, 4. 

5. The bishop may call attention by notice in writing to 
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any formal defects which may appear on the face of the 
representation, and require the same to be amended by the 
complainant. A form of such notice is given in the appendix, 
No. 5. 

6. Within twenty-one days ufter the receipt of the repre- 
sentation, unless the bishop directs that proceedings shall 
not be taken on it (form No. 6) the diocesan registrar shall 
transmit.a copy thereof and of the declaration to the person 
complained of, hereinafter called the “respondent,” addressed 
to him at the parish to which the representation relates, 
together with a form of receipt to be signed by the 
respondent, and returned to the diocesan registry. The form 
of receipt is given in the appendix, No. 7. If at the end of 
a week after the transmission of the representation, the 
signed receipt shall not be returned to the diocesan registry, 
the diocesan registrar shall cause a duplicate copy of the 
representation to be personally served upon the respondent ; 
or in case personal service cannot be effected, the diocesan 
registrar shall substitute such other mode of service as the 
bishop may direct. The expense of such personal or sub- 


stituted service shall be borne by the respondent unless the 
bishop shall otherwise order. 


Consent to Submit to Bishop’s Directions. 


7. The diocesan registrar shal], concurrently with such 
transmission of the copy of the representation, also trans- 
mit to the complainant and respondent respectively the 
form of consent given in the appendix to submit to the 
directions of the bishop touching the representation, 
together with the requisition relating thereto ; and such 
consent is to be signed and returned into the diocesan 
registry within twenty-one days, if the parties desire the 
representation to be heard and determined by the bishop. 
The forms of requisition and consent are Nos. 8 and 9 in 
the appendix. 

Special Case for Judge's Opinion. 

8. At any time after the return of such consent, and 
before the expiration of the said twenty-one days, a special 
case, signed by the parties and a barrister-at-law, for the 
opinion of the judge may be transmitted to the bishop. 
Such case is to contain a succinct statement of facts, 
followed by a distinct statement of the questions submitted 
for the opinion of the judge. A form of special case is 
given in the appendix, No. 10. 

9. The special case shall be forthwith transmitted (form 
No. 11) by the diocesan registrar to-the judge, who skall 
be at liberty to require the same to be amended, and to 
order the transmission to the provincial registry of the 
representation, and all documents relating thereto. 

10, The provincial registrar shall give notice in writing 
to the parties of the time and place appointed by the judge 
for the hearing of the special case ; and on the determina- 
tion thereof the provincial registrar shall transmit to the 
diocesan registrar the determination of the judge, together 
with the representation and other documents in his pos- 
session. 


Transmission to Archbishop of Representation in Case of Non- 
Submission to Bishop. 

11, If the parties, or either of them, shall fail to return 
to the diocesan registry the consent, duly signed, to submit 
to the bishop's directions, within twenty-one days after 
the same shall have been sent to them as aforesaid, the 
diocesan registrar shall forthwith transmit the represen ta- 
tion to the archbishop, who shall thereupon require the 
judge to hear the same. The forms of such transmission 
and requisition are given in the appendix, Nos. 12 and 13. 


Security for Respondent's Costs. 

12. The complainant shall deposit in the provincial 
registry such a sum of money as the judge, upon the re- 
port of the provincial registrar, shall order, or a bond 
with two sureties for the like sum, as security for the costa 
of the respondent, together with an affidavit of justifica- 
tion by the sureties. A form of bond and of affidavit of 
justification is given in the appendix, Nos. 14 and 15. 

13. The judge shall be at liberty, upon the application 
of the respondent, after the answer and reply (if any) 
shall have been transmitted, to order further security to 
be given in manner above set forth, to such an amount as 
he shall think proper. 

14. For the purpose of fixing the amount of such further 





security the parties must attend the provincial registrar 
upon summons to be taken out by the respondent, and the 
provincial registrar shall report to the judge. 

Notice of Hearing before a Judge. 

15. After security shall have been given the provincial 
registrar shall forthwith give notice to the parties of the 
time and place appointed by the judge for hearing the 
said representation ; such notice not to be less than twenty- 
eight days. 

Answer to Representation, Sc. 

16. The answer (if any) of the respondent shall be de- 
livered at or transmitted to the provincial registry within 
twenty-one days of the date of such notice, and be accom. 
panied by an address to which documents and notices for 
him may be sent. 

17. It sball not be lawful for the complainant, except 
with the leave of the judge, to reply to such answer, 
Such reply, if allowed, is to be delivered at or transmitted 
to the provincial registry within such time as the judge 
may diréct. ° 

18, Either party shall be at liberty to apply to the judge 
or the provincial registrar for an order upon the other party 
to amend the representation, answer, or other statement 
respectively, or for liberty to correct errors in their own 
statements. A form of answer and reply is given in the 
appendix, Nos. 16 and 17. 


Evidence at the Hearing. 


19. A form of agreement is given in the appendix, No, 
18, to be signed by all parties, and delivered at or trana- 
mitted to the provincial registry before the hearing, in case 
they desire that the evidence shall be taken down by a 
shorthand writer, and that the shorthand writer’s notes, 
duly certified by him, shall be used on appeal, and that a 
special case shall not be stated. 


Copy of Judgment, Sc., to be transmitted to Bishop. 

20. The provincial registrar shall transmit to the diocesan 
registry an official copy of the judgment and of the special 
case (if any), and the fees payable in respect of such copies 
shall be paid by the complainant in the first instance, but 
shall be costs in the cause. ‘The fees payable in respect of 
any such copies applied for by the parties shall be paid by 
them respectively on making application. \ 


Attendance of Registrar at Hearing. 

21. At every hearing before the judge, whether of the 
representation or of any incidental matter, and whether in 
court or chambers, the judge shall be attended by the pro- 
vincial registrar if sitting in London, or Westminster, or at 
York, or the diocesan registrar if sitting elsewhere. Such 
diocesan registrar shall transmit to the provincial registrar 
the minutes of the proceedings at the hearing to be recorded 
by him. The judge, when sitting in London or Westminster, 
sha}l be at liberty to substitute the registrar of the Arches 
Court of Canterbury for the registrar of the Chancery Court 
of York, although the matter may have arisen within the 
province of York, but such registrar shall transmit to the 
provincial registry at York the minutes of the proceedings 
to be recorded therein. The registrars shall, in addition to 
the other duties hereby required of them, file and preserve 
all documents received at their respective registries other 
than those which they are required to transmit elsewhere. 
The bishop shall, in like manner, be attended by the 
diocesan registrar, who shall be charged with like duties in 
all proceedings before the bishop. 


Monition. 


22. A monition, if ordered by a bishop or the judge, shall 
be issued from the diocesan or provincial registry (as the 
case may be), upon the application of the complainant 
and the delivery of a pracipe for the same. Forms 0 
monition and precipe are given in the appendix, Nos. 19 
and 20. 

Appeal, 

23. A party desirous of appealing from a judgment or 
monition shall deliver into the provincial registry a notice 
of appeal within fifteen dgys of the service of the monition, 
in a case where a monition is issued, and in any other casé 
within fifteen days of the date of the judgment ; and there- 
upon the certified notes of evidence, or the special case 
settled by the judge (as the case may be), shall be trans- 
mitted by the provincial registrar with the other documents 
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to the appeal registry in manner required by the Court of 
1.—A form of notice of appeal is given in the appen- 


dix, No. 21. 


Suspension Pending Anpeal of the Execution of a 
Monition. 

94. A respondent shall be at liberty at any time after 
notice of appeal shall have been given to apply for a 
summons against the complainant to show cause why the 
execution of a monition should not be suspended pend- 
ing theappeal. At the hearing of such summons the judge 
will require such evidence and make such order as he shall 
think fit. 

25. A suspension, if ordered by the judge, shall be issued 
from the provincial registry upon the application of the re- 
spondent, and the delivery of a precipe for the same. 
Forms of suspension and precipe are given in the appendix, 
Nos. 22 and 23. 

Enforcing Obedience. 

26. It shall be competent for the complainant, at any 
time after the service of a monition, to apply for a summons 
against the respondent to show cause why an inhibition 
should not issue to enforce obedience to the monition. Such 
application shall be supported by the report of the bishop, 
(Form No. 24 in the appendix) in case of disobedience to a 
bishop’s monition, or an affidavit in case of disobedience 
to the judge’s monition. At the hearing of such sum- 
mons the judge will require such further evidence as he shall 
think fit. 

27. An inhibition, if ordered by the judge, shall be issued 
from the provincial registry upon the application of the 
complainant, and the delivery of a pracipe for the same, 
‘Forms of inhibition and pracipe are given in the appendix, 
Nos. 25 and 26. 

98. At the expiry of the term named in the inhibition 
itshall be competent for the respondent, on delivering an 
undertaking to obey the monition (form No. 27 in the ap- 
pendix) to apply for a summons against the complainant, to 
show cause why a relaxation should not issue, and, if 
ordered by the judge, the relaxation shall be issued from the 
provincial registry, upon the application of the respondent, 
and the delivery of a pracipe for the same. Forms of re- 
laxation and pizcipe are given in the appendix, Nos. 28 and 


29. A monition, inhibition, and relaxation, when signed 
by the provincial or diocesan registrar (as the case may be) 
shall be effectual without further attestation. 

80. Every monition and inhibition shall be personally 
served, except in cases where personal service cannot be 
elected, when such other mode of service shall be sub- 
stituted as the judge or registrar may direct. Such instru- 
ments shall be returnable into the provincial or diocesan 
registry (as the case may be) within a week of such service 
respectively. 

$1. A copy of every inhibition to enforce obedience to a 
bishop’s monition shall be transmitted to the bishop by the 
provincial registrar. 

Enforcing Obedience of Dean and Chapter, 

32. In the event of obedience not being rendered to any 
monition relating to the fabric, ornaments, furniture, or 
decorations of a cathedral or collegiate church, a precept, if 
ordered by the judge, shall be issued from the provincial 
mgistry upon the application of the complainant, and the 

ivery of a precipe for the same, authorizing the registrar 
or other person or persons named by the judge to carry into 
effect the directions contained in the said monition. Forms 
of such precept, and praacipe, and of sequestration of the 
Wofits of the preferments held in such cathedral or collegiate 
church by the dean and chapter thereof, are given in the 
appendix, Nos. 30, 31, and 32, 

Subpenas, 

$8. A subpoena may include the names of any number of 
Witnesses, ‘The party shall take it, together with a precipe, 
tothe provincial registry, where it shall be signed and the 

ipe deposited. Forms are given in the appendix, Nos. 
34, 35, and 36. 
Admission of Documents, 

34, Either party may call upon the other, by notice in 

Writing, to admit any document, saving just exceptions, 
in case of refusal or neglect to admit the same, the 
Sets of proving the document shall be paid by the party so 





neglecting or refusing, whatever the result of the cause 
may be, unless at the hearing the judge shall certify that 
the refusal was reasonable; and no costs of proving any 
document shall be allowed as costs in the cause, except in 
cases where the omission to give the notice was in the opinion 
of the registrar a saving of expense. A form of notice to 
admit is given in the appendix, No. 37. 


Notices. 


35. All notices reauired by these rules and orders shall be 

in writing, and signed by the party. 
Service of Notices, §c. 

36. It shall be sufficient to transmit all notices and other 
documents intended for the complainant to the address 
furnished by him as aforesaid, and to address all notices 
and other documents intended for the respondent to the 
parish to which the representation relates, unless and 
until the respondent shall furnish to the diocesan registry 
or the provincial registry (as the case may be) another ad- 
dress to which documents may be sent, from which time all 
such notices and other documents shall be sent to such other 
address. 

Appearance by Proctor or Solicitor. 

37. Whenever an appearance is entered by a proctor or 
solicitor for a complainant or respondent, all notices and 
other documents required by these rules and orders to be 
transmitted to or by the parties shall in lieu thereof 
be transmitted or delivered to or by their proctor or 
solicitor at the address furnished by him, and all acts to 
be done by the parties may be done by their proctors or 
— A form of appearance is given in the appendix, 

o. 38. 

Change of Proctor or Solicitor. 

38. A party may obtain an order to change his proctor or 
solicitor upon application by summons to the judge, or, in 
his absence, to the provincial registrar. In case the former 
proctor or solicitor neglects to file his bill of costs for taxa- 
tion at the time required by the order served upon him the 
party may, with the sanction of the judge or provincial re- 
gistrar, proceed by the new proctor or solicitor without pre- 
vious payment of such costs. 


Time fired by these Rules. 


39. The judge shall in every case in which a time is fixed 
by these rules and orders for the performance of any act 
have power to extend the same, with such qualifications and 
restrictions, and on such terms, as to him may seem fit. 

40. To prevent the time limited for the performance of 
any act, or for any proceeding in default, from expiring be- 
fore application can be made to the judge for an extension 
thereof, the provincial registrar may, upon reasonable cause 
being shown, extend the time. 

41. The time fixed by these rules and orders for the per- 
formance of any act shall in all cases be exclusive of Sun« 
days, Christmas-day, and Good Friday. 

A fidavits. 

42. Every affidavit is to be drawn in the first person, and 
the addition and true place of abode of every deponent are 
to be inserted therein. Affidavits may be sworn before the 
judge, or any provincial or diocesan registrar, or a commis- 
sioner to administer oaths in Chancery. 

43, In every affidavit made by two or more persons the 
names of the several persons making it are to be written in 
the jurat. : 

44, No affidavit will be admitted in which any material 
part is written on an erasure, or in the jurat of which there 
is any interlineation or erasure, or in which there is any in- 
terlineation the extent of which at the time when the 
affidavit was sworn is not clearly shown by the initials 
of the authority before whom it was sworn. Q 

45. Where an affidavit is made by any person who is 
blind, or who from his or her signature, or otherwise, 
appears to be illiterate, the authority before whom such affi- 
davit is made is to state in the jurat that the affidavit was 
read in the presence of the party making the same, and 
that such party seemed perfectly to understand the same, 
and also made his or her mark, or wrote his or her signa- 
ture thereto, in the presence of the authority. — 

46, No affidavit is to be deemed sufficient which has been 
sworn before the party on whose behalf the same is offered, 
or before his proctor or solicitor, or before a partuer or clerk 
of his proctor or solicitor. 
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47. Proctors and solicitors, and their clerks respectively, 
if acting for any other proctor or solicitor, shall be subject 
to the rules and orders in respect of taking affidavits which 
are applicable to those in whose stead they are acting. 

48. Where a special time is fixed for filing affidavits no 
affidavit filed after that time shall be used unless by leave of 
the judge. 

49. The above rules and orders in respect to affidavits 
shall, so far as the same are applicable, be observed in 
respect to affirmations and declarations. 


Taxing Bills of Costs. 

50. All bills of costs are to be referred to the registrar of 
the respective registry for taxation, and may be taxed by 
him without any special order for that purpose. Such bills 
are to be filed in the registry. 

51. Notice of the time appointed for taxation will be 
forwarded to the party filing the bill at the address furnished 
by such party. 

52. ‘The party who has obtained an appointment to tax a 
bill of costs shall give the other party to be heard on the 
taxation thereof at least one clear day’s notice of such ap- 
pointment, and shall at or before the same time deliver to 
him or them a copy of the bill to be taxed. 

53. When an appointment has been made by the registrar 
for taxing any bill of costs, and any parties to be heard on 
the taxation do not attend at the time appointed, the regis- 
trar may nevertheless proceed to tax the Dill after the 
expiration of a quarter of an hour, upon being satisfied by 
affidavit that the party not in attendance had due notice of 
the time appointed. 

54, The bill of costs of any proctor or solicitor will be 
taxed on his application as against his client after sufficient 
notice given to the person or persons liable for the payment 
thereof, or on the application of such person or persons, 
after sufficient notice given to the practitioner. 

55. The fees payable on the taxation of any bill of costs 
shal! be paid by the party on whose application the bill is 
taxed and shall be allowed as part of such bill; but if more 
than one-sixth of the amount of any bill of costs taxed as 
between practitioner and client is disallowed on the taxa- 
tion thereof no costs incurred in such taxation shall be 
allowed as part of such bill, 

56. If an order for payment of costs is required the same 
may be obtained by summons on the amount of such costs 
being certified by the registrar. A form of monition for costs 
is given in the appendix, No. 39. 


Summonses, 

57. Where the decision of the judge is required a 
summons may be taken ont by either party in reference 
to any incidental matter arising out of or connected with 
any proceedings under the Act. <A form is given in the ap- 
pendix, No, 40. 

58. A true copy of the summons is to be served on the 
party summoned three clear days at least before the 
summons is returnable, and before five o’clock p.m. On 
Saturdays the copy of the summons is to be served before 
two o’clock p.m. 

59. On the day and at the hour named in the summons 
the party taking out the same is to present himself, with 
the original summons, before the judge at the place appointed 
for hearing the same. 

60. Both parties will be heard by the judge, who will 
make such order as he may think fit, and a minute of such 
order will be made by the provincial registrar. 

61. If the party summoned do not appear after the lapse 
of half an hour from the time named in the summons, the 
party taking out the summons shall be at liberty to go be- 
fore the judge, who will thereupon make such order as he 
may think fit. 

62. An attendance on behalf of the party summoned for 
the space of half an hour, if the party taking out the sum- 
mons do not during such time appear, will be deemed suf- 
ficient, and will bar the party taking out the summons from 
the right to go before the judge on that occasion. 

63, Ifa formal order is desired, the same may be obtained 
from the provincial registrar on the application of either 
party, and for that purpose the original summons, or the 
copy served on the party summoned must be filed in the 
provincial registry. An order will thereupon be drawn up 
and delivered to the person filing such summons or copy. 

64. Ifa summons is brought to the provincial registry 
with consent to an order indorsed thereon signed by the 





a ———e 

party summoned, or by his proctor or solicitor, an order will 

e drawn up without the necessity of going before the 

judge, provided that the order sought is, in the opinion of 

the provincial registrar, one which under the circumstances 
would be made by the judge. 


Cases not Provided for. 

65. In any case not provided for by these ru’es the direc. 
tion of the judge shall be obtained upon a summons to hg 
taken out by the party requiring such direction. 

Norz.—In the event of the judge becoming official 
principal of the Arches Court of Canterbury, or of the 
Chancery Court of York, these rales and orders and the 
forms and fees prescribed shall be applicable mutatis 
mutandis to all cases thereafter arising, such necessary altera. 
tions in the style of the form being made as the judge may 
direct. 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
July 9, 1875. 

3 per Cent, Consols, 94} Annuities, April, 85, 93 
Ditto for Account, Aug 5, 944 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug, 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced, 943 | Ex Bills, £1000, 24 per Ct. 4pm 
New 3 per Cent., 919 | Ditto, £500, Do 4pm 
Do. 33 perCont., Jan, ’¥4 Ditto, £100 & £200,4 pm, 
Do. 24 per Cent.,Jan. ’94 | Bank of England Stock, 5 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 | Ct, (last half-year), 261 
Annuities, Jan.’80— | Ditte or Account, 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





Railways. 


\Paid.|Closing Price, 


-| 100 117 

-| 100 
100 
| 100 
| 100 


Stock Bristol and Exeter | 
Stock Caledonian | 
Stock Glasgow and Sout : | 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock s., | 
Stock Great Northern .s....cseee0 ‘seins 
Brock} Do. A Stock® ......ccecsssrssssesessesseees | 
Stock 'Great Southern and Western of Ireland 
Stock Great Western—Original 

Stock Lancashire and Yorkshire 

Stock London, Brighton, and South Coast.. 
Stock, London, Chatham, and Dover,.,.... 
Stock London and North-Western . 

Stock London and South Western 

Stock| Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ., 
Stock|Metropolitan ..sccccsecsesserenscesseseessees 
Stock! Do., District .. 

Stock | Midland.........000+ 

Stock North British . 

Stock| North Eastern., 

Stock | North London..... 

Stock North Staffordshire 

Stock/ South Devon 

Stock South-Eastern ...... 00... ..2 0 





* A receives no dividend uotil 6 per cent. has been paid to B, 


Money MARKET AND City [NTRLLTG ENC”. 

On Thursday the Bank rate was reduced from 3} per cent 
to 3 percent. The proportion of reserve to liabilities has 
increased from 89 per cent. last week to 42} per cent. this 
week. The home railway market up to Tuesday showeda 
steady improvement in prices, but on that day prices became 
irregular, and there has since then been comparatively little 
business transacted. The foreiga market was very firm at 
the close of last week and the commencement of the present 
week. There has been little activity since then in specula 
tive stocks, but the prices of stocks for investment have 
continued firm. Consols closed on Thursday 94} to } for 
delivery, and 94} to 3 for the account. 

A meeting of the shareholders of the Erie Railway Com- 
pany has been convened by Mossrs. Newman, Strettoa, & 
Hilliard, of Cornhill, fur the 15th inst., *‘to consider 
determine what steps should be taken for the protection of 
the interests of the shareholders in the present position of 
the company.” 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS, 

BAYLEY—Juno 30, at Beulah House, Ealing, the wife of Edmond 
K. Bayley, barrister-at-law, of a son. : 
Fritu—June 17, at Stone, near Aylesbury, Bucks, the wile 

of Keith Frith, barrister-at-law, of a son. 
Hotmes—July 3, at Cotherstone, North Yorks, the wife of 
Richard Holmes, solicitor, Sunderland, of a son. 





Edmond 
he wife 
wife of 
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perce—July 14, at St. Albans, Herts, the wife of John 
Timbrell Pierce, barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 


MARRIAGES. 
Gumovur—Lainc—June 29, at Comiston, near Edinburgh, 
Allan Gilmour, younger, of Eaglesham, Renfrewshire, 
and of the Middle Temple, barrister-at-law, to Amelia 
Curror, younger daughter of the late John Laing. 
Wxit1e—Rovmiev—June 29, at the parish church, St. Clement 
Danes, London, Alexander Coghill Wylie, of the Middle 
Temple, to Emilie Isabelle, only daughter of Robert Lewis, 
Roumieu, 7, St. George’s-square, Regent’s-park, London. 


DEATHS. 
Avstin—July 3, at Luton, Charles Addington Austin, solicitor, 


Frira—June 20, at Stone, near Aylesbury, Bucks, Caroline 
Vesina Frith, wife of Keith Frith, barrister-at law, aged 25. 
HarteR—July 3, at Brighton, Herbert Hatfeild Harter, bar- 

rister-at-law, aged 37. 
Hope¢x1n—July 3, at Bournemouth, John Hodgkin, of Lewes, 
Sussex, late of Lincoln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, aged 75. 


ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 
AT THE MART. 
By Mr. E. Roprns. 
Golden-square—No. 3, Broad-street, freehold—sold for £1,400. 
Kentish-town—No. 66, Kentish-town-road, term 31 years— 
sold for £470. 
Hackney— Nos. 18, 19, and 20, Chapman’s-gardens, term 33 
ears—sold for £190. Solicitors: Messrs. Cheatle & Bower, 
is, Featherstone-buildings, Holborn, W.C. 
Pimlico—No. 47a, Stanley-road, term 57 years—sold for £700. 
_ Solicitor: T. H. Devonshire, Esq., 1, Frederick’s-place, Old 
Jewry, E.C. 











LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companios. 


Fripay, July 2, 1875. 
ONLIMITEeD In CHANCERY. 

Eecleshill Albion Mill Company.—V.C, Malins nas, by an order d ated 
June 28, appointed James William Close, Leeds, to be official liqui- 
dator. Creditors are required, on or before July 26, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims 
tothe above. Friday, July 30, at 12, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 


Lrwirep In CHANCERY. 

Anglo-German Tunneling Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented June 30, directed to be heard before the M.R. on July 
10, Keene and Marsland, London st, Fenchurch st, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

British National Insurance Corporation, Limited.—Ptition for wind- 
ing up, presented July 1, directed to be heard before the M.R. on 
July 10. Logie, Sutherland gardens, Westbourne park, solicitor for 
the petitioner. 

Drysaltery, Chemical, and Sanitary Company, Limited.—Petition for 
winding up, presented June 28, directed to be heard before the M.R. 
onJuly 10. Harcourt and Macarthur, Moorgate st, solieitors for the 
petitioner. 

Monte Loreto Gold and Copper Mining Company, Limited.—Creditors 
are required, on or before Oct 10, to send their names and aidresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to James Waddell, 
Queen Victoria st. Tuesday, Nov 2, at 12, is appointed for hearing 
and adjudicating upon the debts and claims, 

New Amicable Lite Assurance Company, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed 
July 12, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official 
liguidator. 

Passenger General Recister Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
Up, presented June 29, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on 
Jaly 10. Silk, Fenchurch st, solicitor for the petitioner, 

South Cleveland Iron Works, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 
Sented June 30, directed to be heard before the M.R. on July 10, 
Kimber and Co, Lombard st, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Turspay, July 6, 1875, 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Angic-Mexican Mint Company.—Petition for winding up, presented 
July 1, directed to be heard before V.C. Hall on July i6. Freshfields 
and Williams, Bank buildings, solicitors for the petitioners. 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

Atklom’s Refrigerating Wagon Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated June 26, it was ordered that the voluntary wind- 
ing up of the above company be continued. Lowless and Co, Martin's 

©, Cannon st, solicitors for the petitioners. 

British, Colonia), and Foreign Property Insurance Corporation, Limited. 
—Petition for winding up, presented July 3, directed to be heard 
before V.C, Hall on July 16, Silberberg, Cornhill, solicitor for the 
Petitioner, 

British National Insurance Corporation, Limited,—Petition for wind- 

up, presented July 5, directed to be heard before V.C. Bacon on 
17, Pritchard aod Co, Painters’ Hall, Little Trinity lane, 
Agents for Hinde and Co, Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner, | 





Dartmoor Granite Company, Limited.—By an order made by the M.R., 
dated June 26, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of tha 
above company be continued. Cover, Great Winchester st, solicitor 
for the petitioner. 

Eastbourne Coal Company, Limited —By an order made by V.C. 
Malins, dated June 25, it was ordered that the above comoany ba 
wound up. Wheatcroft, Leadentiall st, solicitor for the petitioners. 

Fortune Copper Mining Cumpany of Western Austraiia, Limited.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Dec 31, to send their namas and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Fraderic¢ 
Coker, Cheapside. Monday, Jan 17, 1876, a6 12, is appoiuted for 
hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Globe New Patent Iron and Steel Company, Limited.—By an order 
made by the M.R., dated June 26, it was ordered that the above com- 
pany be wound up. Milne and Co, Harcourt buildings, Tempie, 
agents for Payne and Galloway, Manchester, solicitors for the pati- 
tioners. 

Huet and Co, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, dated Jane 
26, it was ordered that the voluntary winding of the above comvoany 
shuuld be continued, and that John Adamson be continued as liqui- 
dator. Clarkes and Co, Gresham House, Old Broad st, solicitors for 
the petitioners. 

International Patent Pulp and Paper Company, Limited,—Pacition for 
winding up, presented June 29, directed to ba heard before V.C. Hall 
on July J6. Pritchard and Co, Painters’ Hall, Littls Trinity lane, 
agents for Hinde and Co, Manchester, solicitors for tha patitioners. 

L‘verpool and Amazon Royal Mail Steam Ship Company, Limi‘ed.— 
By an order made by the M.R., dated June 26, it was orderad that 
the above company be wound up. G. and A. Lindo, King’s Arms 
yard, Moorgate st, solicitors for the petitioner. 

Morgans and Guard, Limited.—Petition for winding up, presented Jane 
8, directed to be heard before the M.R. on Ju-y 17. Clarke and Co, 
Lincoin’s inn fields, agents fur Fusse!l and Co, Bristol, soticitors for 
“Ye petitioners. 

New Amicable Life Assurance Company, Limited.—By an order made 
by the M.R., dated June 26, it was ordered that the above company 
be wound up. Peacopp, Lime st, solicitor for the patitione-. 

Pneumatic Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, 
dated Feb 19, it was ordered, that the above company be wound up. 
Clark and Scoles, King st, Cheapside, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Rangeworthy Coal and Iron Company, Limited.—Petition for winding 
up, presented June 30, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on 
July 16. Godden, Fenchurch st, solicitor for the petitioner. 


Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Turspay, July 2, 1875. 
bg = Horton Friendly Society, Four Ashes Inn, Great Horton, York. 
une 21 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery, 
Last Day of Proof. 
Farpay, July 2, 1875. 

Bagual!, George, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Doctor of Medicine. 
28. Baguall v Evaas, V.C. Hall. 
fields 

Ellis, John, Appleton-ie-Moors, York, Yeoman. 
Banking Company v Kreeshaw, V.C. Ma‘ins. 

Garett, Isabella, Hamburg, Germany. July 31. 
V.C. Hall 

Hunt, Stephen, Chigwell, Essex, Farmer. 
V.C. Hall. Druce and Co, Billiter squar 

Huthwaite, Harriet Ody, Boston, Lincoln. Walmsley v 
Huthwaite, V.C. Hall. Dyer, Bosten 

Kenning, George, Nobottle, Northampton, Farmer, July 26. Kenning 
v Kenning, V.C. Bacon. Roche, Daventry 

Knight, William, Chalk Farm rd, Builder. July 28, Gibbs v Knight, 
V.C. Bacon. Surtees, Bedford row 

Williams, David, Sirhowy, Monmouth, Innkeeper. 
Williams, M.R. Harris, Tredegar 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
TuespayY, June 29, 1874. 

Appleby, William, Boxted, Eysex, Baker. Aug 16. 
Colchester 

Atkinson, Thomas, Yeadon, York, Farmer. 

Boyes, Alfred, Neston, Cheshire, Gent. 
Liverpool 

Briggs, Mary, Knottingley, York. July 31. 

Bromwich, Esmy, Charwelton, Northampton, Farmer. 
Burton and Willoughby, Daventry 

Brown, William Robinson, Ovley, York, Professor of Music. 
Hartley, Oley 

Buekley, James, West Derby. Lancashire, Car Proprietor, 
Whitley and Maddock, Liverpool 

Cheape, General Sir John, Whitweil, Isle of Wight. 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Corbett, Henry, Aston Hall, Salup, Esq. 
New square, Lincoln's inn 

Cousins, Henry, jun, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Hotel Keeper. 
Mann, Cardiff 

Dawson, Sinith, Guisloy, York, Woolstapler. Aug 2. Hartley, Otley 

Fairclough, William Hodgson, Sunderland, Gent, July 31. Fair- 
clough, Sanderiand 

Farrar, Thomas, Ulleskelf, York, Farmer. 
caster 

Fisher, Thomas, Kingston-upor-Hull, Butcher, 
and Co, Kingston-upon-Huall 

Foster, Thomas, Maple House, near Otley, York, Farmer. 
Hartley, Otley 

France, James, Newten, Pemberton, Lancashire, Baker, 
Wright and Appleton, Wigan 

Hawley, Sir Joseph Henry, Leybourne Grange, Kent, Bart, 
Frere and Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Holloway, Mary Eliza Bentham, Denmark villas, Ealing. 
Dod and Longstatte, Berners st 


July 
Tucker, Serle st, Lincoln’s ina 


July 24. York Union 
Watson, Pickering 
Coliings v Nicholls, 
gov 26. Willeock v Elce, 
July 31. 


July 27, Jones ¥ 


Smythies and Co, 


Aug 2. 
Aug |. 


Hartley, Otley 
Francis and Co, 


Carter, Pontefract 
Aug 14, 


Aug 2. 
Aug lL 
Currie, 
Walters and Co, 


July 30. 
July 26. 
Sept 1. 


Bickers, Tads 
England 


Aug 3. 
July 31. 
Aug 2. 
Aug 1. 
Aug }. 


Aug 24 
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Johnson; Samuel, Fellowes rd, Haverstock hill, Esq. Augil. Potter, 
King st, Cheapside 

Knight, Henry, Exmeuth st, Clerkenwell, Draper. July 31. Crawley, 
Wood st, Cheapside 

Lawton, William Frederick, Stow-on-the-Wold, Gloucester, Esq. Sept 
30. Little and Co, Oldham : 

Leech, Robert, Aspull, Lancashire, Farmer. Aug 1. Wright and 
Appleton, Wigan : 

Lewis, Edward, Chorlton-cum-Hardy, Lancashire, Gent. Sept 1. 
Ashworth end Inman, Manchester 

Martland, William, Standish, Lancashire, Assistant Overseer. Aug 1. 
Wright and Appleton, Wigan 

Milne, Rev John Gautier, Leyton, Essex. July 31. 
Harcourt buildings, Temple 

Newell, John, New Mills, Montgomery, Farmer. 
and Gittins, Newtown 

Peach, Joseph, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. 
Hind, Nottingham 

Penn, Maria, Blakeney, Gloucester. Aug '*. Gowing, Coleman st 

Pretyman, Mary, Taunton, Somerset. Aug 9, Francis, Austin friars 

Roberts. Edmund Gay, Turlake, Upton Pyne, Devon, Esq, Sept. 
Roberts, Exeter 

Robinson, Willam, Guiseley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. 
Hartley, Otley 

Smith, Amos, Askwith, Yerk, Farmer. Avg 2. 

Toone, John, Leamington Priois, Warwick, Builder. Aug 10. 
ell, Leamington Priors 

Waddington, Frances, Otley, York, Shoe Merchant. Aug 2. 
ley, Ouey 

Wainwright, Jos2ph, Wakefield, York,Gent. Sept 1. Wainwright, 
Wakefield 

Wall, George Alfred Ellis, Worthy, Hants, Esq. 
Nussey, Great Winc hester st buildings 

Wells, Richard, Thornton heath, Croydon, Esq. 
and Co, College hill, Cannon st 

Williams, Edward, Maesygarn, Brecon, Gent. 
Brecon 

Wilshaw, James, Wordsley, Stafford, Chemist. 
and Co, Stourbridge 

Fripay, July 2, 1875, 

Addenbrooke, Emma, Kingswinford, Stafford. Aug 30. Holbeche and 
Addenbrooke, Sutton Coldfield 

Carruthers, Joseph, Port Carlisle, Bowness, Cumbetland, Master Mari- 
ner. Aug?2. Bendle, Carlisle 

Chapman, Henry Wilson, Isieworth, Surgeon. 
Linco!n’s inn fields 

Clarke, James, Geduey, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Long Sutton 

Cooper, Will:am, Milton, Hants, Yeoman. July 26. Moore and Jack- 


man, Lymington 
Fennell, Edward Francis, Folkestone, Kent. Augil4. Child, Jewry 
Sept 


chambers, Old Jewry 

Ferguson, Thomas Benyon, Bombay, India, Barrister-at-Law. 
Fisher, Essex st, Strand 

Aug 2. Deane and Co, 


Milne and Co, 
Williams 
Wells and 


Sept 1. 
Augl, 


Aug 2. 


Hartley, Otley 
Over- 


Hart- 


Aug 25. Flower and 
Aug 24. Bilachford 
July 31. 


July 31, 


Thomas, 


Harwards 


Aug 12. Dobree, 


Augl. Mossop and Co, 


1, Whidbourne and Tozer, Teignmouth 
Field, Mary Ann, Ramsgate, Kent. Ang}, 
Garrod, Eliza Anne, Gooderstone, Norfolk. 

South square, Gray’s inn 
Hal!, Anne, Bowdon, Cheshire. 

chester 
Hayes, Thomas, Manchester, Deaier in Paraffin Oil. 

and Co, Mauchester 
Morgan, George, Camden st, Camden town, Gent. Aug 14. 

Bedford row 
Langton, William Henry Gore, Prince’s gate, Hyde park, Esq. Aug 7. 

Whitakers and Wooibert, Lincoln’s inn fields 
O'Dwyer, Richard, Liverpoo!, Merchant. Oct 1. Whitley and Mad- 

dock, Liverpool 
Peters, Ezit, South Petherton,Somerset. Aug2. Nicholetts, South 

Petherton 
Parry, Peter, Mold, Flint, Esq. Aug 28. Kelly and Co 
Rastzll, Amelia, Dawlish, Devon. Sept 1. Pratt and Hodgkinsons, 

Newark-upon-Trent 

Tvrspay, July 6, 1875. 
Barnes, Christopher Hewetson, West Brompton, Doctor of Medicine 

Aug 1. ‘Tanqueray-Wiilaume ani Hanbury, New Broad st 
Bean, Richard James, Leeds, Medical Botanical Practitioner, Aug 20, 

Harrison and Smith, Wakefield 
Bennett, George, Winfrit Newburgh, Dorset, Farmer. Aug 28, 

Lindsay. Biandford 
ag John Benjamin, Bristol, Licensed Victualler. July 31. Peters, 
risto 


1 
Bullock, Francis Ferdinando, Wantage, Berks,Esq. Septl, Jotcham, 


Aug 14. Stevenson and Co, Man- 


Aug |. Cobbett 
Holland, 


antage 

Burgess, Joseph, The Avenue, Upper Norwood, Gent. Sept 1. Gover, 
King William st 
ick, George, Bristo!.Gent, Aug2. Stanley and Wasbrough, Bristol 

Cooper, William, Milton, Hants, Yeoman. July 26. Moore and 
Jackman, Lymington 

Carrie, Rev Horace Gore, Sevenoaks, Kent. 
Holcroft, Sevenoaks 

Doxat, Selina, Clare Lodge, Clapham. Aug 5. Raven and Hare, Har- 
court buildings, Tempie 

Farrar, Thomas, Uileskelf, York, Farmer. Aug 23. Bickers, Tadcaster 

B =| , Thomas, St Bees, Cumberland, Waste Dealer. July 25, 
Postiewaite, jon, Whirehaven 

Hayward, Richard, West Chianock, Somerset, Sailcloth Manufacturer, 
Aug7. Sparks, Crewkerne 

Helps, Sir Arthur, Kew, Surrey. Aug 30. Symes and Co, Fenchurch st 

Johnson, Harriet, Old Kentrd. Agg7. Wordsworth and Co, South 

House, Threadneedie st 


Aug 31. Knocker and 





deguer, Thomas William, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler, Aug 1. 

uller and Bick'ey, Birmingham 

Mortimer, Matilda, Brighvon, Sussex. Oct 1. Wilkinson {and Drew, ! 
Bermondsey ot 

Munday, Thomas Clement, Angel court, Stockbroker, Aug 31. Bailey, 

Tokenhouse yard 


Pareon, John, Teignmouth, Devon, Esq. 
Tozer, Teignmouth 

Petch, Sophia, York. Aug1I. Watson and Whitehead, Pickering 

Plint, Mary Aun, Harrowgate, Yerk, Septl5. butler and Smith, 
Leeds 

Roberts, John, Balsall heath, Worcester, Commission Agent, Aug 2, 
Foster, Birmingham 

Rodick, Thomas, Much Woolton, near Liverpool, Esq, July 31. Thorn 
eiy and Dismore, Liverpool 

Skillings, William, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Master Mariner, Aug 
12. Haswell, Sunderland 


Sept 1, Whidbourng and 


Slee, Henry, Lewisham, Kent,Gent. Aug 22. Wheatcroft, Leadenhall 
st 
Steward, Samuel, Loughborough st, Lambeth, Gent. Sept 1. Webb, 


Austin friars 

Sutherland, Alexander, Milford, Hants, Esq. Aug 16. Gosling, Spring 
gardens 

Taylor, Robert, Corfe Castle, Dorset,Gent, Aug 3. Marshfield ang 
Hutchings, Wareham 

Williams, Joseph, Stanley st, Belgravia South, Esq. Aug 21. Devon. 
shire, Old Jewry 

Willoughby, William, High st, Upper Sydenham, Gent, Septl, 
Digby and Little, Circus place, Finsbury circus 

Wood, Ann, Buxton, Derby. Aug5. Killmister and Co, Macclesfield 

Wrigler, Edmund, Mobberley, Cheshire, Stationer, Augl. Roberts 
and Son, Rochdale 

Bankrupts: 
Fripay, July 2, 1875. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to tha Registrar, 
To Surrender in London. 

Brooks, Robert, Irongate wharf, Paddington, Omnibus Proprietor, 
Pet June 28. Murray. July 13 at 12.30 

Cooke, William, Ladbroke yrove rd, Notting hill. Pet June 0, 
Spring-Rice. July 16 atl 

De Vascuncellos, Alfredo Smith, Lombard st, Merchant, Pet June 26, 
Roche. July 15 at 12 

De Vasconcel's, Jcse Smith, Lombard st, Merchant. Pet June 26, 
Roche. July 15 at 12 

Hendrey, Ramsay, and John Christian Kalshoven, Mark lane, Colonial 
Merenants. Pet June 28. Brougham. July 16 at 12 

Kavanagh, T Frank P » Suffolk st, Palimali, Gent. Pet June 2g, 
Brougham, July i6at 13 

Morgan, Edwin, Three Crown square, Borough, Hop Merchant, Pet 
June 29. Hazlitt. July 13 atl 


Petrocechino, P A, Buckingham Palace rd, Stockbroker’s Clerk, 

Pet June zy. Hazlitt. July 14 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 

Arnold, Fanny, Barton-under-Need wood, Stafford, out of business. Poet 
June 28. Goodyer. Barton-on-Trent, July 19 at 11 

Clark, William, Sedgley, Stafford, Coalmaster. Pet June 25. Walker, 
Dudley, July 16 at 12 

Fair, George, Warrington, Lancashire, Butcher. Pet June28. Nichol- 
son. Warrington, July 13 at 12 

George, Henry, Great Yarmouth, Norfolk, Twine Spinner. Pet June 
29. Kendall. Great Yarmouth, Julv 29 at 1! 

Lewis, Thomas, Marden, Hereford, Butcher. Pet June 30. Reynolds, 
Hereford, July 14 at 11 

Muir, William, Chapel-en-le-Frith, Derby, Boot Dealer. Pet June 29. 
Hyde. Stockport, July 4 at 10 

Thompson, Robert, Liverpool, Draper. Pet June 29, Watson. Liver- 

pool, July 15 at 2 


Toespay, July 6, 1875, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Dreyfus, Auguste, Monkwell st, Silk Merchant, Pet July 1. Pepys, 
July 22 at 1 
Harmsworth, John, Canterbury place, West Ferry rd, Millwall, Groeer, 
Pet July 1. Pepys. July 22 at 12 
Leeming, Henry Heys, George st, Hanover square, Club Proprietor, 
Pet July 2. Spring-Rice. July 23 at 12 
Minoggio, Louis, Charles st, Middiesex Hospital, Goldsmith. Pet July 
3, Brougham. July 20 at 11 . 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Hicks, Thomas, New Windsor, Berks, no occupation, 
Varvill. Windsor, July |7 at 11 
Hobbs, Charles, Bridgwater, Somerset, Innkeeper. Pet July 1 
Lovibond. Bridgwater, July 17 at 10 
Leech, Ellen, Birkenhead, Chester, Provision Dealer. Pet June 2%, 
Wason. Birkenhead, July 20 at 12 
Pet July 1. Jenkins, 


Pet June 26, 


Parry, Morris, Barmouth, Merioneth, Builder. 
Aberystw'th, July 19 at 12 

Pritchard, Henry, Risca, Moimouth, Builder. Pet June 23. Roberts. 
Newport, July 20 at 11 

Reich, Leopold, Manchester, Cigar Importer. Pet July 1. Kay 
Manchester, July 29 at 9.30 

Stevens, John, Teignmouth, Deyon, Grocer. Pet July 1. Daw, 
Exeter, July 19 atl 

Veater, Henry, Weston, Bath, Market Gardener. Pet July 1. Wilton. 
Bath, July 19 at 11 

BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED, 
Farpay, July 2, 1875, 

Drew, Reginald George, Great Vower st, Paint Manufacturer. July? . 

Watts, Robert George, Bulstrode st, Cavendish square, Medical Prat 
titioner, June 22 


Torspay, July 6, 1875. 
Conolly, Thomas, Belgrave maasions, Grosvenor gardens. June 28 
Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpar, July 2, 1875. 


Abrahams, Solomon Colman, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Jewel'er. July 
14 at 1 atoffices of Simons and Plews, Church st, Merthyr Tydfil 
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Akehurst, George, Lewes, Sussex, Huirdresser. July 14 at 3 at 
offices of Nye, North st, Brighton 
Abby. James, Wa'ton-on-the-Hill, Surrey, Draper. 
offices of Pullen, Basinghall st 
Baker, Samuel, Ches erfield, Derby, Miller, July 15 st 11 at offices of 
Cowdell, Soresby st. Chesterield 
Barrett, Robert, Bristol, Haalier. July 10 at 12 at oMlces of Clifton, 
Corn rt, Bristol 
Beck, Thomas, Leicester,Grocer. July 16 at 12 at offizes of Hunter, 
Halford st, Leicester 
Beddow, Richard, Trevor Issa, Llangollen, Denbigh, Innkeeper. 
July 22 at 12 et offices of Accon and Bury, Chester st, Wrexham 
Bennett, William, Manchester, Tailor. July 14 at 11 at offices of Samp- 
gon, South King at, Manchester 
Bentlev, Robert, Lower Kennington lane, Pork Butcher, July 19 at 2 
at offices of ‘Tilley an Co, Finsbury place south 
Binns, Thomas, Huddersficld, York, Woollen Manufacturer. July 14 
at ll at offices of Learoyd and Learoyd, Buxton rd, Huddersfield 
Brady, James, Manche-tar, Draper. July 15 at 3 at offices of Hardings 
and Co, Princess st, Manchester 
Brown, William, Langley, Derby, Grocer. 
Parsons, Wheeler gate, Nottingham 
Browning, Benjamin, D ver, Kent, Licensed Victualler. 
at the Royal Oax Hotel, Dover. Mow:l, Dover 
Cale, William, Birmingham, Grocer. July 21 at 3 at offices of Jaques, 
Cherry st, Birmingham 
Carpenter, Stephen, Sutton Veny, Wiltshire, Farmer. July 19 at 11,30 
at offices of Wakeman and Bleeck, Warminster 
Clarke, Alfred, Brighouse, York, Plumber. July 16 at 3 at offices of 
Bates, Brighouse, Tennant and Rayner, Brighouse 
ole, William Selby, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Draper. July 17 at 11 
atoffices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Copson, Lewis, Leicester, Grocer. July 23 at 2 at offices of Fowler and 
Co, Friar lane, Leicester 
Corpataux, Nicholas. Weymouth mews, Portland place, Cabinet Maker, 
Joly 19 at 2 at offices of Wastell, Strand 
(ox, Albert, Keynaham,.Somerset,Grocer. July 19 at 2 at offices of 
Beckingham, Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
Gresswell, Edwin, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. July 16 at 12 at 
offices of Richards, Weekday cross, Nottingham 
Dickin, John, Birmingham, Furniture Broker. July 15 at 3 at offices 
of Reeves, Paradise st, Birmingham 
Bilston, John, Clifden rd, Clapton park, Accountant. July 12 at3 at 
the Priory Tavern, Clapton park, Hackney 
fans, William Ferriday, Liverpool, Coach Builder. July 15 at 2 at 
¢flices of Fowler, Cable st, Liverpool 
ferier, Thornton, Darlington, Durham, Commission Agent. July 15 
all at offices of Wilkes, Market place, Darlington 
fowles, Frederick, Hereford, Butcher. July 18 at 4 at offices of Cor- 
ner, High town, Hereford 
Garratt, John, Huddersfield, York, Saidler. July 15 at 11 at offices of 
Ramsden and Sykes, John William st, Huddersfield 
Gover, John, jun, James Glover, jun, and William Leggott, Bradford, 
York, Worsted Spinners. July 14 at 11 at offices of Lees and Co, 
New Ivegate, Bradford 
Greaves, George Brailsford, Ashbourne, near Derby, Chemist. July 16 
$12 at the County Hotel, St Mary’s gate, Derby. Wilscn, Burton- 
on-Trent 
Hill, Benjamin, Fonthill rd, Tollington park, Lace Agent. Ju'y 21 at 
ll at offices of Copp, Evsex st, Strand 
Hunt, John, Liverpool, Earthenware Dealer. 
Stephens, Cook st, Liverpool 
Impey, William Davis, Hackney rd, Builder. July 17 at 10.15 at offices 
of Hicks, Globe rd, Mile End 
Ining, Berjamin, Manchester, Boot Lace Manufacturer. July 
at 3 at the Falstaff Hotel, Market place, Manchester. Whitlow, 
Macchester 
Yon, David, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 13 at 1 at offices of 
Barnard and Co, Albion cuambers, Bristol. Stockwood, jun, Bridgend, 
Glamorgan 
Imes. Rees, Maesteg, Glamo: an, Grocer. 
Walker, Caroline st, Bridy-nd 
King, Thomas, and Thomas Foulsham, Hanover st, Pimlico, Builders. 
daly 10 at 11 aS offices of Willis, St Martin’s court, Leicester square 
lalie, Alexander, St Mary axe, East India Agerts. July 28 at 2 at 
offices of fletcher and Co, Moorgate st. Lyne and Holman, Great 
Winchester st 
, Eve, St Peter’s rd, Mile End, Draper. Jaly 2l at 11 at offices of 
hten and Parker, Bishopegate st without 
ghlin. Christopher, North Shields, Northumberland, Auctioneer. 
7, 14at 12 at offices of Garbutt, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon- 


July 16 at 2 at 


July 19 at 3 at offices of 
July 15 at 12 


July 19 at 3 at offices of 


July 15 at 3 atoffices of 


» John, and William Arthur Miller, Weston-svper-Mare, Somerset, 
Marble and Slate Workers. July i6 at 2 at offices of Parsons, Nicho- 
st, Bristol. Baker and Co, Weston-super-Mare 
Moore, John, Lichfield st, Birmingham, out of business. 
tt offices of Jaque-, Cherry st, Birmingham 
» Richard William, Liverpool, Merchant. July 15 at 2 at offices of 
Banner and Son, North John st, Liverpool. Laces andCo, Liverpool 
Newbold, George, South Shie'ds, Durham, General Dealer, July 15 at 
12 at offices of Blair, King st, South Shields 
tingale, Harry Wilson, Birmingham, Dairyman, July 15 at 2 at 
of Wilson, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Simmons, Birming- 


July 19 at 3 


Openshaw, Edward, Feniscowles, Lancashire, Commission Agent. July 
at 11 offices of Hindle, Bolton rd, Over Darwen 
Joseph Arthar, Liverpool, Draper’s Assistant, July 14 at 2at 
ofces of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 
» Esther, Liandilo-fawr, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. July 26 at 10,5 
otfices of Bishop, Carmarthen st, Llandilo 
hny, Thomas, Liandilo, Carmarthen, Stationer. July 19 at 11 at 
dices ot Lewis, Rhosmaen, Llandilo 
Pinons, Henry Askey, Caledonian rd, Milliner. July 10 at2 at 9, 
Lincoin’s inn fields. Marshall 
tt, Richard Orabtree, Halifax, York, Wine Merchant. July 12 at 
Uatihe White Lion Hotel, Halifax. Jubb, Halifax 





Pattison, William, Bensham, Durham, Sewing Machine Manufacturer. 
July 15 at 12 at offices of Benson and C2, Westgate rd, Newcastle- 
upon-Tvne, Wilson, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Pollard, Thomas, Ilkestone, Derby, Currier. Jnly 20 at 38 at the 
Assembly Rooms, Low pavement, Nottingham. Williams, jun, 
Nottingham 

Porcher, Kubert, Cambridge, Tailor. July 13 at 3 at offices of Ginn, 
Alexandra st, Petty Cury, Cambridgs 

Potticary, Mark, Easton, Hants, Yeoman. July 15 at 2 at effices 
of Bailey and White, Henry st, Winchester 

Prenter, William, York st, Portman square, Baker. July 14 at 1 at 
Steven’s Private Hotel, Old Bailey. Cotton, Old Bailey 

Richards, Albert John, Liverpool, Provision Merchant. July 17 at 1 
at offices of Nordon, Cook st, Liverpool 

Riley, George, and John Henry Riley, Civersedge, York, Yarn 
Spinners. July 23 at 2.30 atthe Black Bali Hotel, Mirfield. Curry, 
Cleckheaton 

Rittenberg, Lesser, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Jeweller. July 13 at 3 at 
offices of S:anford, Collingwood st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Rashton, James, Wednesbury, Stafford, Coal Mercnant. July 15 at ll 
at offices of Slater, Butcroft, Darlaston 

Sampson, William, Bristol, out of business. 
Essery, Guildhall, Broad st, Bristol 

Samuel, Louis, Bristol, Tailor, July 22 at 3 at offices of Morgan, 
High st, Cardif 

Saunders, Jacob, Nantyglo, Monmouth, Stocktaker. 
offices of Browne, Market chamb-rs, Brynmawr 

Savage, John, Sclater st. Shoreditch, Coach Builder. 
offices of Christmas, Walbrook 

Senior, Abraham, Runcorn, Cheshire, Furniture Dealer, Jaly 14 at 3 
at offices of Ashton and Garratt, High st, Runcorn 

Smith, John Wilson, Bingley, York, Woolcomber. July 16 at Il at 
offices of Rawson and Co, Piccadilly, Bradford 

Spear, James, Trowbridge, Wilts, China Dealer. July 14 at 12.30 at 
offices of Shrapnell, Bridge st, Braiford-on-Avon 

Spendelow, Thomas, Middlesborough, York, Tobacconist. July 15 at 
1 at offices of Dobson, Gosford st, Middiesborough 

Syms, Thomas. Manchester, Hotel Proprietor. July 16 at 3 at offices 
of Burton, King st, Manchester 

Taylor, William Sharp, Liverpool, Ale Bottler. July 16 at 3 at offices 
of Johnson, Lord st, Liverpool 

Thomas, Moses, Conway, Carnarvon, Watch Maker. Jaly 14 at12 at 
the Castle Hotel, Conway. Joes. Conway 

Thomas, William, Pontypool, Monmouth, Tailor. Jaly 19 at 11 at 
offices of Watkins, Pontypool 

Turner, Charles, Manchester, Musical Instrument Dealer. July 15 at 
11 at offices of Lucas, Maddox st, Regant st. Johnston,-Stockport 

Vale, Thomas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Teacher of Music. July 12 at 
12 at Northfield House, North place, Chelteoham, Potter, Cheltenham 

Waddington, Andrew, and James Waddington, Barrow-in-Farness, 
Lancashire, Builders. July 22 at 11 at the Imperial Hotel, Corn- 
wallis st, Barrow-in-Furness. Preston, Barrow-in-furness 

Waller, John, Small heath, Warwick, Builder’s Clerk. July 15 at 12 
at officss of Jelf, Newhall st, Birmingham 

Webb, Susan, Davies st, Berkeley square, Tailor. July 9 at 3 at offices 
of Munton and Morris, Lambeth hill, Queen Victori« st 

Whitehand, James, Norwich, Clothier. July 14 at 12 at offices of 
Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 

Wilcox, Henry Augustus Mortimer, Cotou park, Derby, Farmer. Jaly 
16 at 193 at the Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton-on-Trent. Hodg- 
son, Birmingham 

Williams, James. Penvilia, Glamorgan, Saddler. July 17 at 11 at 
offices of Henderson and Salmon, Broad st, Bristol. Leyson, Neath 

Williams, Richard, Rhiwbryfdir, Merioneth, Draper. July (4 at 3 at 
the Washington Hotel, Lime st. Liverpool. Roberts, Festiniog 

Woodley, Thomas, and George Whitehouse, West Bromwich, Stafford, 
Tube Manufacturers. July 13 at 12 at offices of Wright, Church st, 

_ Oldbury 


July 10 at 11 at offices of 


Jaly l4at 11 at 
July 14 at 3 at 


Tuespay, July 6, 1875. 

Archer, Henry Bowater, Walsall, Statfurd, Lock Manufacturer. Jaly 
17 at 10.30 at offices of Bill, Bridge st, Walsall 

Attwood, William, Eynsham, Oxford, Carpenter. July 19 at 12 at the 
Swan Inn, Eynsham. Hawkins, Oxford 

Barbour, Douglas, Birmingham, Hay Dealer. July 16 at 11 at offices 
of Burton, Union passage, Birmingham 

Beagley, Edwin, Kilmarsh rd, Hammersmith, Greengrocer. July 15 at 
3 at a Bell and Anchor Hotei, West Kensington gardens, Hammer- 
smit! 

Bennett, Thomas, Babraham, Cambridge, Farmer. July 17 at 12 at 
ottices of Eadens and Knowles, Sidney st, Cambridge 

Bissell, Benjamin, Wednesbury, Stafford, Licensed Victualier, July 
23 at 11 at offices of Slater, Butcroft, Darlaston 

Bobbett, James, jun, Horseferry rd, Westminster, Cab Proprietor. July 
30 at 3 at offices of Slater and Pagne!l, Guildhall chambers, Basing- 
hallst. Beard and Son, Basinghall st 

Boxshal!, James, Dant’s hill, Wandsworth, Baker. July 27 at 12 at 
offices of Haynes, Devereux court, Temple 

Brennaud, William, Coventry, Tailor. July 20 at 
Masser, Little Park st, Coveatry 

Brown, Baylie, Lombard st, Share Broker. 
Hall, Old Broad st, Stacpoole 

Burgin, James Nathan, Sheffieid, Tailor. Ju'y 16 at 2.30 at offices of 
Broomhead and Co, Bank chambers, George st, Snetfield 

Cannon, Edward William, Lime tree villas, Lordship lane, Dulwich, 
Public House Broker. July 10 at 10 at the Victoria Tavern, Morpeth 
rd, Bethnal green. Long, Landsdown terrace 

Channing, Samuel, Newport, Monmouth, Butcher, Jaly 21 at 12.30 at 
ottices of Bothomley, Bridge st, Baneswell, Newport. Cathcart and 
Vaughan, Newport 

Coleman, Levi, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Hanufacturer. Jaly 28 at 
11 at offices of Neve, Park st west, Luton 

Collie, Alexander, and William Collie, Leadenball st, Merchants. July 
26 at2atthe City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Hollams and Cc, 

July 16 at 10 at 


Mincing lane 

Copper, Charles, Waterloo rd, Lambeth, Dairyman. 
offices of Lewis, Chancery lane, Long, Blackfriars rd 

Davies, Richard, Liverpool, Auctioneer. July 22 at 3 at offices of 
Quelch, Dale st, Liverpoo 


12 at offices of 


July 22 at 2 at 16, Pinner’s 
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Day, Charles William, West India Dock rd, Limehouse, Shipowner. 
July 19 at 3 at offices of Chapman. Fenchurch at 
De Metz, Augustus, Compton, Stafford, Ciril Engineer. 
10.30 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Dermott, Kichard Wiliam, High st. Whitechapel, Watch Maker. 
13 at 3 at offices of Noton, Great Swan aliey, Moorgate st 
Edman, Rev Edward Hudson, Slapton, Nortuampton, Jaly 16 at 2 at 
offices of Cuurtenay and Croome, Gracechureh st 
Evans, Henry, Treorkey, Glamorgan, Builder. July 21 at 3 at offices 
of Hollier and Williams, Church st, Pontypridd 
Evans, ‘I'bomas, Liverpool, Boot Manufacturer. 
of Bellringer, North John st, Liverpool 
Freeston, Henry, Nottingham, Lace Manufacturer. July 16 at 12 at 
offices of Relk, Middl+ pavement, Notringham 
Garrett, Nicholson, Sheffield, Grocer. July 15 at 3 at offices of Clegg 
and Son. Bank sr, Shettield 
Gillespic, Hugh. Merthyr ‘lydfi', Glamorgan, Draper. July 29 at 11 at 
Offices of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Mesthyr Tydfil. Lewis 
Gouiter, Edward, Roath, Glamorgan, Grocer. July 16 at J2 at offices 
of Jenkins and Co, High st, Cardiff. Waldron, Cardiff 
Grant, Wiiliam James, Blaenavon, Monmouth, Carpenter. Jnly 19 at 
11 at offices of Greenway and Bytheway, Henbury rd, Pontypool. 
Harris, Tredegar 
Gregson, Jolin, Ashby-4e-!a-Zouch, Leicester, Boot Maker. Ju'y 20 at 
2 at the Queew’s Hecd Hotel, A-hov-de-la-Zouch, Cheatle 
Guttenberg, Aaron, Kingston-upon-Hu!l. Civinet Maker's Assistant. 
Jaly 19 at 12 at offices of Spurr, Sc ale lane, Kingston-upon-Hull 
Hall, Altred, Duke’s rd, Euston rd, Plumber, July 22 at 2 at offices of 
Fisher. Great Portland st 
Hardy, Henry, Cra.clington Village, Northumberland, Tailor, July 22 
at Il at offices of Keenlyside and Forster, Grainger st west, 
Neweastle-upou-Tyne. Bourne, Neweastie-upon-Tyne 
Hart, Wiliam, Richmond, surrey, Carpenter. July 17 at 1 at offices of 
Cooke, Gray s inn square 
Hartley, Nicholas Fleming, “ orkington, Camberland, Butcher. July 
26 at 2 at olfices of Hayton and Simpson, Cockermouth 
Hayes, Richard, Balsail Heath, Worcester, Cab Propriator, July 19 at 
3 at offices of Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Hindley, John, Shetiield, Boot Manufacturer, July 16 at 3 at offices 
of Clegg and Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 
Hutchinson, Mariey George, Hampton Court Palace, Lieut. 8th Hussars. 
duly 20 at 2 at 39, St James’s st, Piccadilly. Browne 
Isaacs, Joseph, Pontypridd, Glamorgan, Furniture Dealer. Jaly 19 at 
12.30 at cftives of Smith and Co, Victoria st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Ivens, George Charles, Birmingham, Grocer’s Assistant. July 22 at 3 
at Offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Jacob, George, Bury St Edu unds, Suffolk, Carriage Builder. 
at 2 at the Guildhall, Bury Ss Edmund:. Gross 
Jeacock, Job, Warwick, Bucher. July 19 at 1 at offces of Sandevson, 
Church st, Warwick 
Job, Richard Osman, Truro, Cornwall, Tea Dealer. 
Offices of Carlyon and Pauil, Quay st, Troro 
Kemp, Richard, Newhaven, Sussex, Builder, July 19 at 12 at the Bear 
Hotel, Lewes. Hillman, Cliffe, Lewes 
Kitehiner, John, Englefieid rd, De Beanvoir town, Tailor. July 15 at 
3 at offices of Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 
Knowles, Aifred, Monmouth, Coal Merchant. July 16 at 11 at offices 
Cathcart and Vaughan, Dock st, Newport 
Law, Joseph, Birmingham, Boot Dealer. July 19 at 10.30 at offices of 
Walter, Waterloo s:, Birmingham 
Lawrence, Joseph Charles, Liscard, Cheshire, Auctioneer. July 14at 
2 at offices of Danger, Cook st, Liverpool 
Lea, Thomas, Birkenhead, Cheshire, Printer, July 19 at 10.30 at 
offices of Mawson, Duncan st, Birkenhead, Anderson, Birkenhead 
Levy, Armand, Gray’s inn rd, Indiarubver Dealer. July 14 at 2 at 
offices of Broads and Co, Walbrook. Mayhew, Walbrook 
Lewington, William, Reading, Berks, Coach Builder. July 21 at 2 at 
the Queen’s Hotel, Reading. Blandy and Witherington, Reading 
Lewis, Thomas, Birmingham, Grocer. July 26 at 3 at offices of Jaques, 
Cherry st, birmingham 
Lewis, William, Hereford, Earthenware Dealer. July 20 at 11.30 at the 
Raven Hotel, Shrewsbury. Corner, Hereford 
Lomax, John Milnes, Halesowen, Worcester, out of business. Juiy 23 
at 11 atoffices of Collis, Market st, Stourbridge 
Lotinga, Aaron, Isasc Lotinga, and Adolph Cohen, Sunderland, 
Durham, Merchants. July 15 at 14 at offices of Oliver and Botterell, 
John st, Sunderland 
Mabbett, Alfred, Plamstead, Kent, Saddler. July 15 at 3 at offices ot 
Cooper, Chancery lane 
Maber, John, Powerstock, Dorset, Miller. July 23 at 11 at the 
Antelope Hotel, Dorchester. Howard, Meicombe Regis 
Marples, Lheophilus, Blackburn, Lancashire, Tailor. Jaly 29 at 11 at 
oftices of Boote and Edgar, George st, Manchester 
Mills, Thomas, Edgbaston, near Birmiagham, Stationer. July 16 at 11 
at offices of Eaden, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 
Mitchell, Alexander George, Miles Platting, Manchester, Commission 
Agent. July 21 at 3 at offices of Storer, Fountain st, Manchester 
Mitchell, Henry, Southborough, Kent, Coach Builder, July 16 at 11 
at offices of Arnold, Tunbridge Wells 
Nicholson, John, North Shields, Northumberland, Boot Manufacturer. 
July 22 at 2 at offices of Bowden, Mosley st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, 
Reed, North Shields 
Overall, Edgar Henry, Manchester, Gold Beater. July 20 at 10.30 at 
the Roya! Hote}, Crewe. Cooke, Middlewich 
Pcllatt, Mill, Arthur st west, Wine Merchant. July 15 at 2 at the 
Guildhall Coffee House, Gresham st. Ley and Brocklesby, Water 
lane, Great Tower st 
Powell, John, Bristol, out of business. July 15 at 1) at offices of Ward, 
Albion chambers, Broad st, Bristol 
Ranshaw, John, Sheffield, Fish Dealer, July 19 at 2 at offices of 
Machen, Back st, Sheffield 
Read, Surah, Scarborough, York, Linen Draper, July 16 at 11 at 
offices of Rooke and Midgley, White Horse st, Boar Jane, Leeds 
Robinson, William, Birmingham, Boot Manufacturer. July 17 at 11 at 
offices of Wilson, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham. Simmons, Birmingham 
Bymill, John, New cross rd, Licensed Auctioneer. July 7 at 3 at the 
Prince Arthur Tayero, Greenwich rd, Ody, Trmity st, South wark 
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July 19 at2 at offices 
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July 17 at 2 at 
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Smith, Gilead Abijsh, John Dennis Phillips, Robert Lyon Ba 
and Henry Eagle Smith, Change allev, Cornhill, Merchants. July 2 
at 2 atthe City Terminus Hotel, Cannon st. Linklater and Co, 
Walbr ook 

Sm ith, Sam uel Aspin, Lecds, Grocer. July 16 at 11 at offices of Harle 
Bank et, Leeds 

Smith, Samuel, Hagley, Worcester, ont of business. 
offices of Collis, Market *t, Stourbridge 

Sutherland, Donald, Car narthen, Draper. July 14 at 10.30 at offices of 
Green and Griffiths, St Mary et, Carmarthen 

Sykes, John William, Manchester, Draper, 
Sale and Co, Booth st, Manchester 

Taylor, Walter, Stroad, Gloucester, Plasterer, July 20 at 3 at the 
Railway Hotel, Russell st, Stroud. Jackson, Stroud 

Thomas, Moses, Conway, Carnarvon, Watch Maker. Ju'y 21 (and not 
the 14th as erroneously advertised) at 12 atthe Castle Hotel, Conway 
Jones, Conway 

Tomlinson, Ralph, Lytham, Lancashire, Tailor. 
of Jellicorse and Bates, Market st, Manchester 

Tookey, Elizabeth Newton, Birmingham, Galvanizer. July 2) at 12 at 
otfices of Griffin, Bennett's hill, Birmiogham 

Towler, Christopher, Guisborough, York, Ironmonger. July 21 at 1.3 
at offices of Weatheri]] and Buchanuan, Guisborough 

Tucker, Isaac, Middlesborongh, York, Hotel Keeper. July 15 at Wat 
Abbott's Railway Hotel, York. Teale, Middlesborough 

Walder, Foster, Crawley, Smssex, Vererinary Surgeon, 
at offices of Medwin and Co, Ilorsham 

Wilkinson, George Noble, and Janes Byers Watt, Leadenhall st, 
Steam Shipowners. July 19 at 2 at offices of F’etcher and Qo, Moor 
gate st. Lowl-ss and Co, Martin’s lane, Cannon st 

Wilmott, Charles, Praed +t, Paddineton, Stationer. 
offices of Barrett and Patey, Londen wali 

Winson, John, Cosby, Leicester, Iun Keeyer. July 26 at 3 at offices of 
Owston, Friar lane, Leicester 

Wood, Charles Samuel Phillip, Birmingham, Bedstead Manufacturer, 
July 23 at 3 at offices of Jaques, Cherry st, Birmiognam 

Wray, Samue!, Oxford, Shoe Maker. July 16 at 11 at offices of Drugs, 
High st, Oxford 
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UNERAL REFORM.— The exorbitant items 
of the Undertaker’s bill have long operated as an oppressive tar 
apon all classes of the community. With a view of applying a remedy 
to this serious evil the LONDON NECROPOLIS COMPANY, wher 
opening their extensive cemetery at Woking, held themselves prepared 
to undertake the whole duties relating to interments at fixed ani 
moderate scales of charge, from which survivors may choose according 
to their means and the requirements of thecase. The Company also 
undertakes the conduct of Funerals to other cemeteries, and to all parts 
of the United Kingdom. A pamphlet containing full particulars may 
ie obtained, or will be forwarded, upon application to the Chief Oifica, 3 
Lancaster-place Strand, W.C. 


EDE AND SON, 
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BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, M 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bene, 
Corporation of London, &c. 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 


BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN’S COUNSEL’S DITTO. 
ORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, i 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 
94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 & 1867. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the shortest notit 











The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 0% 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION speedily printel 
in the proper form for registration and distribution. SHARE CER 
TIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and printed. OFFIC 
SEALS designed and executed. No charge for sketches. Com 
panies Fee Stamps. Railway Kegistration Forms. 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO. 
(Late ASH & FLINT), 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., 49, 
street, London, E.C. (corner of Serjeants’-inn). 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 
YATES & ALEXANDER, 
PRINTERS, LITHOGRAPHERS, STATIONERS, 


ETC. 
SYMONDS INN, 22, CHANCERY-LANE, 
LONDON, 





Every description of Printing. 


Chancery Bills and Answers 
Appeals 

Parliamentary Minutes 
Books 

Pamphlets 

Reports 

Bules 


Catalogues 
Prospectuses 
Magazines 
Newspapers 
Circulars 

Posters 
Handbills, &¢., &¢ 
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